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SUMMARY .

Background and scope of the larger study. Wwhile theré are abundant
studies of the role of the univers:ty as a knowledge builder and .
xnowledge center, less is known about the flow of knowledge and expertise
between the university and the world of practice. Often, such processes
of knowledge transfer have been left to chance. In other cases, there
have been loose, predominantly infocrmal links between knowledge producers
and users. More recently, as colleges and universities extend their
service and outreach functions, more formal interorganizational arrange-
ments have emerged. The case study reported huere is one of three such
interorganizational arrangements (IOAs) that were analyzed, each within
" a different region, of a"different age and having a unique instiiutional
configuration, but all involviag collabecration Liztween a college of
education, intermediary service agency and a collection of schools or
"school districts.

The study as a whole drew on two theoretical frameworks. First,
interorganizational theory helped to map the ralationsl.ips between
partners to the interorganizational arrangement, with a ‘focus on linking
mechanjisms and boundary-sranning roles that bridged the college of ™
education and community of schools. Theoretically, closer and multiple
links shomld result in greater interorganizational activity, inter-
dependency and reciprocal impact. "The use of interorganizational
theory zlso called /for an analysis of knowledge flows between units as
resource exchanges or transactions depending on the relative power of
each party in the arrangement. Secondly, knowledge transfer theory
helped to trace the movement of educational ideas, practices and
products between participating units as components of a communication$
process, in which resoucce-providing institutions such as a college
of education diagnosed needs and provided solutions to problems diagnosed
within resource-using institutions such as schools. Note that roles
could be reversed here, with the college of®education as a reEipient
of practice-derived knowledge. Both theoreticdal frameworks were

intended to illuminate answers to the principal research gquesticn, namely:

to what extent and in which ways do interorganizational arrangemencs
facilitate changes in instryctional practice within local schools?

Methodology. Our design called for a pultiple-case study using
a common set of résearch questions for each of the IOAs. . Data were
collected during site visits by means of retrospective interviewing,
observations and the collecticn of pertinent documents. Data collection -
followed a sequence of progressive focussing, leading to the emergence
of a set of\some 50 causal variablés common to all three cases.
Preliminary findings from all sites were fed back to site informants
for verification.

Analysis of the.MidQestern state case. The case corntainsg three

partially separate sub-unite: the Statewide Teacher Center Network (

as a whole and two of its ¢nnstituenl members, the Arcadia Teacher

Center and the Three Rivers Teacher Center. Each of the two centers
acted as an intermediary, linking a college of education with surroundiag
school districts and counties.
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Origins of the Statewide Teacher Center Network: The network. .,
ori1ginated in a large, wealthy, gparsely populated midwestern state.
Several cultura! .-and institutional Peatures of the state set a context
for the network: institutional decentralization, strong popular support
for education, a highly differentiated infrastructure of state uni-
versities and colleges, doctrinal pluralism, low mobility and the
primacy of the outreach-service function in state universities and
colleges. The original proposal called for a network of centers . .
\ sparning the state, each acting as a local switchboard that connected
teachers with available sources of information and expertise found
either at the local state qpllege~er—university, in the surrounding
community or among other teachers. The prevailing ideology was that
. . local teachers should themselves define-their staff develdpment needs
- and play a dominant rcle in the governance of the centers. Many of
these ideas were borrowed from an experimental teacher education
. program carried out between 1968 and 1972 at one of the ‘state
universities. The founders of the statewide network came principally
from university staff and from program graduates who had returned
to lgcal districts throughout the state where they took up key ad-
minidtrative posts. The single most active agent in the creation of
. the statewide network had been director of the experimental program
and later dean of ghe college of education at the state university ,
where the network was “o be coordinated. Chiefly through his effort,
fou; centers were created or brought together in 1977.

. Origins of the Arcadia Teacher Center. RArcadia is a small
(pdpulation 3,000), rural community housing Arcadia State College,
most of whose 650 students prepare for careers in teaching. The

- teacher center, which predated the statewide network, grew from the
experimentation of an Arcadia State staff member with a hands~-on,
materials-centered approach to pre-s¢-vice teacher training. After
relocation in a cafeteria~size facility, this unit developed -into a
voluminous bank of educational resource materials, including kits,
idea bocks, teacher-made materials, integrated. curriculum units .
and audio-visual aids, all set out for ea'y access in sepirate areas
interspersed with isolated corners with rugs, indirect lighting,
armchairs and tables for small group meetings. With thé assistance of -
a departmental chairman, the skeleton staff embarked on a number of
special projects involving in-service teacher training. These projects
prought in additional funds for further increasing the resource bank;
they also led to cluser collahoration between state college staff who
were ac-ive in these projects. 4&n 1977 the Arcadia State center
became one of the charter members,of the statewide network.

N s
" \,
. Origins of the Three Rivers Teacher Center. One~of the largest

Cities in the state (pop. 45,000), Three Rivers is the home of North
Central University, where the expérimental teacher education program

was housed and the statewide network founded. The local teacher .
center grew from informal talks between the dean of the college of
N education and members of the local teachers® association. .Owing to

uneasiness and social distance between the college of education and
local teachers, the project took hold more slowly. Pistrict admin-
istrators were cautiously favorable to the idea. x%é final proposal
called for a center in "neutral” territory betWween e university and

the school district. Unlike Arcadia, a premium was put oa between-

. teacher exchanges, with less input f;QF the college of education.
» !/ .
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" Initial years of operation (1977-79). The chief tasks of the
statewide network consisted in consolidating the four local centers
and putting into place a complex governance system. Three operational
objectives‘.ﬁso emerged: the creation of a statewide "human resource
exchange," a Plan for teachers to become "significant knowledge
,producers” and a program for “accelerating curriculum and -instructional
change throughout the state. Through its periodic policy and advisory
board meetings, the network also led to the co-cptation of delegates,
notably state officials and state college staff; the creation of a
state forum on educational policy; and the resocialization of experi-
mental program graduates. Operations were eased in the jaitial
years by external funds covering half the total costs, with a
provision that local school districts and colleges assume all funiing

. at the end of: five years. PR
/ * The Arcadia Teacher Center drew on these external funds and on

/ membership in the network to expand its resource colléction and in-
service activities: The firm "nesting” of center staff-within the
state college appeared to provide a more stable institutional base
than at the three other centers. The basic mix of activities included
a one-time workshop series, a summer workshop series, an ongoing

, Project supporting-individual attempts to modify classroom practice,

) dron-in and consyltations, use of the materials bank and two-week

/ visits by area teachers and their classes, during which teacher interns

/., modeled new materials and instructionyl methods. = Teacher Tenter

i

" staff gave most workshops and consultations. The center thrived. By .t
- the end of the secénd year of operations as a member of the network, ’
45% of the elementary teachers and 20% of secondary teachers in -~

participating school distticts had become multiple users. There was
‘evidence of fairly widespread changes in local clazﬁZoom practice
and of increments in capacity (more diversified in uctional formafts,
greater individualization, enriched curricula, more strength in
previous areas of weakness). 1In addition, other departments in th
college began using the center's facilities, thereby multiplying
within-college exchanges. »

-’

By contrast, the initial years of the Three Rivers Center
were inauspicious. Leadership was poor; twa of the original three
coordinators resigned. Facilities were Ccramped and petipheral to the

. City. Programming was/reportedly slack. During. the second vear: a \Jﬂ

basic program format gradually emerged, consisting of cne-time work- -
shops on-stessroom-relevant topics, "sharing” evenings among teachers,
continuous workshops on more general themes (e.g., adolescent e
development), drop-ins and materjals borrowing and the creation of
integrated curriculum units called "activity center." Second-year
attendance rose to 2,200, many of these repeat users. Some 50% of
all district teachers and 25% of county and parochial school teachersg
used the center on at least ong‘nccasion.

The rresent Configuration (1979-81). By 1979-80, five additional
eacher centers~had been created within the statewide network, with
WO more in preparation. Budget constraints, however, meant that some
f these cigxers were uncertain of longer-term tunding. The network

[y

r
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1 ’
assumed greater visibility and prominence throughout the state and
became a vehicle for the dissemination of state-level programs, notably .
for teacher upgrading and recertification. As funds grew more scarce,
some teacher centers within the network found themselves competing for
in-service enrollments or for the allocation of special project funds
within the network. )

~

The Arcadia Teacher Center continued to expand between 1979 and 1981.
There were increases in the number of summer workshops, and special
projects, in facilities and persennel,-in the wealth of resources
comprising the materials bank, and in membership and opening hours.

The majority of activities centered on Rpractices and products that

were commercially developed, most notably the resource materials, witn
less recourse to R&D products, home-grown practices or knowledge
resources developed at the state college. Center staff played multip%F
linking- roles, both on beRaIT of participating teachers and state
college staff. These roles ranged from resource transformation agﬁ
delivery to solution-giving, implementdtion-facilitating, process
helping and direct trainihg.

Operations at the Three Rivers Center. were more successful
between 1979. and 1981, owing to energetic and more consistent leadership,
consolidation of the basic activity format and a stronger mandate to
act as "middleman" between the university and the school district.
Nonetheless, there were problems of staff turnover, role overload,
centrifugal administratTon and the near deletion of school district
funds supporting teh center. Cepter staff also complained of goal
displacement from practice-relevant‘gpojects to larger-scdle workshops
that were used primarily by teachers~as an easy route tc contract
recertification and post-graduate degree credits. The knowledge base
underlying center activities was predominantly home-grown and craft-
validated, reflecting the teacher-to-teacher exchanges that still
comprised the bulk of iworkshops. Knowledge use was directed less at
classrocm-level innovation and problem-solving than at the reinforcement
of current praggice, notably in areas of weaknes There was a schism
between the "bag of tricks" orientation of primai;‘gfhool teachers )
and the more theoretical inhterest of sgcondary-leveldteachers.
Linkage roles clustered principally around resource-finding and
delivering, with proportionally less solution-giving and process
helping and very little direct training. Gradually, the college of
education took on more prominence as g source of expertise for the

center. V4 -

Outcomes. The statewide network succeeded in g¢stablishing links
between schou: districts, state colleges and state educatiohal officials 3
which previously had been episodic and informal. There was evidence b
of a resulting increase in collaborative projects and irn the rnumber
of promising new practices exchanged between school districts. Also,
efforts tu disseminate state-level programs were accelerated by virtue
of channeling them through the nine teacher centers. Institutionally,
however, the netwnrk was not vet “routinized." The five new centers
were still strugy.ing. Some were not perchjved tc be performing core
educational functions within their districts and, in some instance,
competed with district-administered in-service training. The transition
from soft to stable funding was likely to be probleratic.

!
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Outcomes at Arcagia were strong and posicive. Teachers reported

a greater number of within-building and between-building exchanges,
a sense of professional "rejuvenation," changes and improvement in
classroom insé;uction and the integration of the center into their
yearly cycle Classroom preparaticn and problem-solving. State
college staff also reported increased exchanges«with colleaques and
modifications in their coursework resulting from the materials-centered
focus of the center and its resouries. There were indications of some
negative gfrects; center staff complained of periodic overload, Yess
time for te#ding and course preparation and, in one case, oﬁ\"sh rt-
changing" pre-service students by concentrating on a more tim -consumina
clipical approach to doursework at the expense of theory. ng_center
became something of a centerpiece for the state college and/drew
statewide attention. 1Its institutional base was secure wi;hin the
state college. . ) . : /

, + ! . .

Outcomes at Thrte Rivers were largely positive, but Et lower
magnitudes than at Arcadia. Teachers reported enhanced professional
status, greater wi&hin-building exchanges, mode€st improvements in
instructional practice and wider use of what they saw as the
best ideas and practices available in the district. Many of these
inputs were stockpiled for later use, bringing teachers to feel that
their professicnal capacity was greater, School district admini-
strators put a higher pPriority on in-service programming and
attributed the faster rate of dissemination of new programs to
workshops organized at the teacher center. On the other hand, there
were few effects on the college of education. Also, the institutional
base of the center was insecure. The center had wide outreach but
was not yet considered a core function by the majority of area .
teachers and administrators. District administrators' support was
ambivalent and future funding uncertain. - Center staff were periodically
dispirited and overextended to the point of looking for qther posts.
The center appeared to be in little danger of clesing, H%t had yet
to achieve a continuous period of stable operations and staffing.

Causal analysis. Multiple interviewing of informants, together
with the progressive focussing of probes and observations on core
issues emerging at the site, yielded a set of scme 50 variables that
either accounted for antecedent conditions at the site or mediated
important outcomes. These variables were clustered first into nine -
groups according to a preliminary causal model for the site. A fully
elaborated ¢ usal "path diagram" containing the full set of variables
was then drawn for ‘he two teacher centers. At the most rudimentary
level, the general causal model postulates that the closeness and
positive nature of antecedent coupling between the university and
school district pridor to the creation of the arrangement determine
the commitments made to the enterprise by the school district and the
participating college of education. The strength of these commitments
then determines the efforts of staff members in the i ermediary unit.
Staff efforts lead to the design and implementation of ‘the IOA program,
as defined by the diversity of objectives, variety of activities and
perceived responsiveness of staf{é}o requests or needs expressed by
participating units. The number nd quality of external resources,
including knowledge-based resources, also infliuence IOA program
characteristics. Program characteristics then determine IOA development,
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including the extent of use by member institutiens, the number and
closeness of ties and the degree to which the arrangement becomes
routinized. Finally, differing degre®€s of IOA development predict
to yarying levels of outcomes at the school level and at the level
of the university. o




I. BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF THE LARGER STUDY

Studies of the role of: the university as a "knowledge builder"

and "knowledge center" abound. These are, to be sure, the traditional
roles Jnvested in 1nstﬂ§utions of higher education. Somewhat more
recently, there has been interest in tracing the flow of knowledge and
expertise produaced by the university to its ultimate targets in the
world of practice. ~
This concern for the linkage between universities and local schools
has not abated. 1In fact, pressure has grown on universities to enlarge
their service or "outreach" function;, and to dire¢t';it smore operationally
toward educational practice improvement. ' In many cases, the instftﬁ“
tional response of colleges of education has been that of intensifying
the in-service teaching function and of providing a more formalized
process of delivering consultant services to school systems requesting
them. The connections made, howe&er, have been comparatively weak, o
poorly claborated and not well supported from within. There has v
emerged a subtle and often lmpllClt differentiation of roles, in which
the prestigious private and state institutions attend to post- graduate
training and non- nissiop oriented research, and the local state and
community colleges busy themselves with pre- serVice training of

practitioners and, with their remaining resources, remain on call to

local school districts requesting specific forms of expertise. ~.
Correspondingly, when the federal government in recent years has

attempted to support the improvement of educational practice in

schools, it has largely ignored the'%otential role of universities,

/xelying instead on state or local educational agencies, on semi-public

agencies such as regional laboratories or on parallel mechanisms

:such as the National Diffusion Network.

Study Objective§

A less explored avenue of inquiry has been the instances’ in
which universities and local school systems establish formal inter-
orgenizational arrangements to improve educational practices. When
these relationsQips are non-casual, continuous and directed at
ins. ‘umental outcomes,‘there should be a measurable impact within
cooperating schools. Weé would also hope thatﬂsuch interorganizational
arrangements would &ffect participating uriversities, either in their

ipstructional programs or in their capacity to provide sound and useful
knowledge about educational settings.
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« This is an exploratory study of three such arrangements between .
a university or college, an intermediate agency (such as a teacher Q'
center) and a group of lccal schools. After a review of the several
.forms which such collaborative arrangeménts took throughot the country,
three cases were selected for intensive case study analysis. The cases,
varied on several dimensions. ¢The Eastern Private Universi¥y case
involved a large number of school districts and had a 40-year histo
of uniyersity school collaboration. The Midwestern State University
cagfj/xhlch is the object of this case study, was in its thl:d yeaf
anﬁ fepresented a rapidly expanded, activist arrangement. The Eastern
State University case, of intermediaté age, represented the efforts
of a large public university to reach out to urban and suburban schools
qf its state. The three cases also spanned a continuum between a
"EQrporate structure" of interorganizational arrangements (predominanée
of vertical ties from the university to lopal schools) and a "federate
strLcture (prevalence of horizontal ties among participating units ).
Conceptual Schema

- ‘\Two broad fields of inquiry oriented the formulation of yesearch,
questions and the collection of data. First, these arrangements

can pe studied as an interorganizational .network within the framework
L3

of interorganizational theory. This involves the analysis of the

-~

historical evolution of the arrangement, its environment,, Aits
interactions - notably the linking functions and boundary-spanning roles ~
played by intermediaries between the univétiity and local schools'-‘
and its structural determinants. The last éatégofy is esﬁecially,}ﬁ;‘
portant. Are the ties linking the units multipurpose or singie -
purpose? Do they occur at single or multiple levels within each
unit? How tightly are the units coupled? Interorganizational theory
would,predict that closer ties would stabilize and strengthen the (
interorganizational structuré and thereby facilitate the ﬁlog of
knowleége among the participating units. The greater the number, the
variety and levels of communication, the more interdependent the '
( individual units would become and presumably the more consequential

would be the outcomes in each unit.




More analytically, interorganizational theory assumes that the

. flow of knowledge and other resources depends- on the relatlve power

of each unit in terms of the value of its resources to the other

parties. Knowledge resource flows can &hus be seen as a series of
transactions or exchanges, resulting in often implicit inter- -
institutional bargaining and shifts in relative influence. To give ‘
an example from this case study, school district officials in one

of the Midwestern sites gave over control of the choice of ‘in-

serv{se workshops and trainers in exchange for a wider assortment of
training events which the local teacher center could provide through

the university. ?

s

A second conceptual framework was that of knowledge transfer
theory, which views the transfer of knowledge resources between

institutions as a communication process. Crucial tO\thlS process
is the extent to which the system prdbldlng resources is respon51ve
to and addresses the. core problems of the 'user system. “Knowledge
transfer relationships can be descriptively mapped in four® elements'
the generation of knowledge in the resource system, the trehsfer, the
utilization of the transferred knowledge 1n51de the user system and
the comLunlcatlon of needs, concerns and reactions frgm thgluser system
back tb the .resource system. Knowledgé can flow in botH directions; /
not only can local schools "consume" univercity-level expertise, but
teaching and research at the university can also be reoriented and
empowered. ‘

A map of the interorganizational linkages 1nvolv1ng knowledge transfer
between schools and universities might look like Figure I-1. The

figure shows that there.are‘at least six distinct knowledge transfer
‘

situations that ,need to be examined. The first is between the , il
university-based participating_unit (A) and the other members of the
arrangement (surrounded by crésses in the figure). The second is between
the university unit and whatever agency is acting as cdoordinator or
gatekeever for school participants (A -B). A third is between the
universjity. and schools directly (A~ C) IA fourth is between the inter-
-mediary funit (as a possible type of khowledge llnfer or broker) and the

scheglyd (B-C) and a fifth is among the various schools themselves. VYet

<
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a sixth type of linkage is that betweean the pParticipating unit at’ the

, unlversiiy end and other unlta of the university such as faculties,
departments, and central admlnlstratlon. ‘
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II. METHODOLOGY

*

A comparative case history approach was used in thisﬂstudy. Each

of ‘the three cases (Eastern Private, Eastern State and Midwestern State)
f&Ylowed a common analytic framework to seek out answers to the principal
rese;féi questions. Each site was treated as a "case" and the bfﬁnt
of the data collection effort went into getting inJEepth, contextually
grounded acc. unts of how colleges of education and local schools came
to create interorganizafional arrangements and how those arrangements
led to the transfer and the utilization of knowledge between units that
might otherwise not have occurred as rapidly ox efficiently. The
dgeneral research strategy called for non-participant observation,
multiple interviewing and the collecéion of archival data in order
to get a set of realiable, plausible and convergent accounts and
explanations.
Sampling * .

As in the other cases in this study, we made-an attempt to cover
the interorganizational arrangement as a whole and to focus on two
sub-units within it. Accordingly, we startedﬂby charting the history
and gresent configuration of the state-level Teacher Center Necwork,

. . . |
then focussing on two teacher. centers. * Arcadia was chosen as the

primary site for several reasons: it predated the network, the teach
center was incorposated into the college,l it targqtéd a non-educator
public along w}th school teachers and -administrators, it was in a rural
setting as were geveral others and it appeared to be expanding. All

of these were dimensions of interest. We chose the Three Rivers center
on some of the same sources‘of variation: its origins coincided with the
birth of the network, it was physically and institutionally separate from
the university, it incorporated more tenaciously the ideology of ;the -~
.Experimental Program, it was in an urban setting, it appeared to be
stable. Also, field work at Three Rivers allowed us tQ observe and
interview respondents at North Central University who had responsibilities
both at the Three Rivers center and in the state-level network.

Within these units of analysis thare was a further sampling of
representative and salient events occurring in the life cycle of these ‘
arrangements. For éach unit analyzed, we selected four to five such
episodes, which we called "serials." There were two types of serials:

3 , -




substantive serials, focussing on the organization of a workshop,
special project or consultation, and organizational serials, recon-
stituting key incidents or structural modifications yithin the

)

arrangement.

Data Collection .
Data wereé tollected over a 12-month period, chiefly through a

series of site visits, totalling 16 days on site as follows:

® Arcadia = 5 days on site (2 visits)-: ) N

I

® Three Rivers = 6 days on site (2 visits)
® State level = 5 days on site (3 visits)
The modql data colleétion device was retrospective interwiewing of
informants in each of the participating organizations. Key informants,
such as the coordinators of the teacher centers, Wefgfinterﬁiewed '
several times (e.g., four interviews with the Three Rivers coordinator,
12 with the Arcadia coordinator). The breakdown by site and role was
‘as follows: ¢ ' -

‘TableIT-1. Breakdown of Interviews by Site and Role’

-site State-level
role ) Arcadia Three Rivers Network

Teacher center staéi 14%* 7 8
College/university. stdff 5 - ~8 -
Teachers N . 15 6 -
School administrators 1 3 -
Resource colleagues - 4 1
TOTALS . _35 + 28 + 9 =15

*both informants interviewed here were also pa:st of the Arcadia college
staff

Theoretical sampling procedures were also used so as to include interviews
with non-users, marainal actors, avowed critics of tﬁe arrangements, etc.
Iﬂ{env;ew notes were then dittAted and transcribed. Field note ’
transcriptions ctotalled 410 pages.

- On-site observations wefe also carried out. Field researcher

observed training events, key meetings (of teache: center coordinators, of
local poliéy board members) and routine operationg (drop-ins and
consultations). Site visits were often timed to coincide with important
-aCtivity at the site. In all, 11 observations were made, broken down

Q
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as follows: . .

Table II-2 Breckdown of Observations by Sité and Activity

Site . State-level
Activity ) Arcadia Three Rivers Network

Operation of Teacher (4) / (2) -
Center a ' \

i Teacher Center Policy .
. Boird Meeting . ' - (1) ' -
AN

Nature Study area (1) - -
Coordinators meeting . - - (3)

S

A wide range of documents was collected and analyzed. = Most were
generated at the site itself: reports to funding agencies, proposals

evaluations, newsletters, memos and minutes of meetings. Other

" documenty were generated by researchers. These included the folloding:
weekly activity logs over a month filled out by key role incumbents

(the university dean or department head, the teacher center coordinator,

permanent staff and other persons spanning units in the arrangement);

reports of communications relat®onship using standard forms on which key
actors registered at two periods in time the frequency, mode and
substance ofltheir communications with other members of the arrangement

~and reports written periodically by a person at the site identified as
an on-site consultant, who was paid a small honorarium ‘or periodic
updates on site activity. For Three Rivers and the ngkuork as a whole,
the on-si'te consultant also made u series of predictions of the

future configuration, level of activity anddegree of imstitutionalization
of the arrangement over the following 12 months. These predictions serveil
.as a validity check on our interpretation of. the data.
Documents were rich and voluminous at this site, in keeping with
a philosophy of documentating, ra*her than evaluating, institutional
events for periodic review and decision-making. In all, 65 documents
were analyzed and coded.

Progressive focussing. The basic technique of data collection

was that of multiple interviewing with key informants, using many of the
O chniques of social investigative reporting. The interviews weren

E}Sg;Lven by a core set of research questions, in relation to which a set
29
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of key issues began to emerge at each site. These issues focussed much,

of fhe energy of informants and illuminavced the pattern of resource
exchanges, the relative influence of key.actors, the institutional
strength of the relationship and other mediating variables which
appeared to be systematically tied to outcomes. Interviews then
focussed on these jissues until the most detailed, plausible and
independently confirmed account emerged. In some instances, this
account was reviewed by on-site consultants for verification. Along
witﬁ the "answer” to the research question at the close of data
collection, analysts would list and describe the prime causal -
variables accounting for the outcomes being reported.

Data Analysis

This involved the coding S& transcripts and docume;Es using an ela-
~—-borate coding scheme derived frbm the principal . research queéfionS. The
coded segments were then analyzed and ordered by categories of research
question. Analysis was eclectic, combining frequency counts of codes with
more interpretive inferences based on the plausibility, multiple con-
firmation and structural corroboration of coded segments. Where findings
"are shaky as a result of higher leaps cf inference, they are repofted as
such.

At

Adequacy of the Data Base

*

Sixteen days on site is a short time, particularly when three sep- °
arate cases were'being studied in detail. Overall, findings were con- .
sistent and reasonably exhaustive at Arcadia, due in part to the man-
ageable propgrtions of the sit; itself. Two site informants critiqued a
20-page summary and detailed causal model (see section 7) before final
write-ups were done. The last wave of interviews turned up information

. that wac redundant and contained no discrep. .cies from previous accounts’
It is likely that we missed some of the internecine politics within théa
state college which were likely to influence operations at the teacher
Center in the future. Aside fQOm that, data were thin on the distrié%&,
administrators. Only one was interviewed in depth, ancther briefly.

But accounts about administrators from other role incumhents were so
remarkably consistent that less energy was put into reaching more.

The Three Rivers site was harder to encompass. Scheol adminis-

‘trators tended to be evasive and some teachers more doctrinal than )
our emerging interpretation of events c?uld support. There was conflict
at this site and it clouded the internal consisteﬁE§’3€‘;ur findings;

people simply did not agree on some events and interpretations. How-
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ever, mus* of the key research questions could be answered with
confidence, more so with respect to the role of the university and the
teacher center than with respect to the school district and outlying
counéies. Very likely, too few teachers were interviewed.

Finally, our account of the state-level hetwork is probably

<
accurate, with strong validity in the historical and early.periods but

less so in the present configquration, where nine centers throughout
the state are involved. Two other coordinators (Savil, Small'échools
Cooperative) were interviewed aside from those at Three Rivers and
Arcadia. Findings would have been strengthened by interviews with .
state education officials and members of the statewide policy and
advisory boards.

All names of persors, ingtitutions and localities are fictitious.

,.
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1. HISTORY OF THE MIDWESTERN STATE INTERORGANIZATI?NAL ARRANGEMENT
l.1. HISTORY OF THE STATEWIDE TEACHER CENTER NETWORK

1.1.1, Historical and Institutional Context

The statewide network was created in a moderately large, s;;;EEIy\\
populated midwestern state. The state is wealthy; it has oil, minerals

T~

and a prodigiously fertile eastern area with large tracts of sunflowers
<§§§ﬁﬁh$at. Its natural réﬁources, combined witH\a small population,
\;kezit the third wealthiest state per capata. Ethnic backgrounds are
more homogeneous here than in the coastal states.\ The fertility of the
land, most & it undeveloped and available cheaply from grants and sales
made by the railroad, attracted a large number of Scandinavian and other
.Northern European immigrants in the second half of the 19th century;
their great-grandchildren are both influential and sensitive to their
origins. For example, at one of the field sites, a small farming com-
munity (pop. 3,000) in the eastern parthf the state, the Sons of Norway
club is a prominent building in the town, and the club's activity is

as strong, if not stronger, than that of the better known service clubs
such as Rotary, Lions, or Elks.

Cultural, political, economic and geographic factors frame col-
lectively and interactively a context for understanding the events
leadiﬁg to the creation of the network. With the benefit of hindsight,
six contextual factors influenced local events. The factors are also
meaningful in that they were continuously mentioned by informants trying
to account for outcomes and rerationships at the site.

Decentralization. With a small population engaged chiefly in

primary economic activity (farming and minin,) across a large geographic

area, chere is little call for centralized servici or administration,

and no large urban center to do it. Along with these fe res goes a
f state-

wide and federsl initiatives. The teacher center network came to be

political orientation which is conservative and suspicious

a reflection of this pattern;?sit promoted unique and loosely linked

local centers with virtually no central control aside from an assembly
of local delegates. These were, in fact, some of its marketing points
when the center network was being proposed at the state and local levels:

local initiative, local uniqueness, no pressure to standardize programs,
local self-determination.

o Support for education and educational infrastructure. Appeals
]ERJ()r the professional development of teachers, with the likelihood of some

i 2
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impact at the classroom level, are well received in the state. Edhca-

tion is a core cultural value, enjoying political support. Schools
function, according to informants, in a "non-adversarial" climate;

school boards tend to be supportive and non-supervisory. But school
budgets are comparatively low; teachers' salaries in this, the third
wealthiest state, are 45th nationally. At the post-secondary level,
there is a highly develaped infrastructure of two-year community and
state colleges, undergirding the two major state universities. As events
played out, especially in the eastern part of the state, anfrastructure
became a key issue. Almost al. the teacher centers acroég the state

could be linked with a local s+ate college, thereby meeting a key objec-
tive of the project to intensify links between colleges and local schools.
But the declining school -age population broug several of these colleges
- and the two state unlver51t1es - into confl?t:ilas they competed far

an 1ncrea51ngly smaller pool of high school graduates. The creation of

the teacher centers partially resolved that problem. The tenters organ-
ized in-service, degree-level workshops for which teachers registered

at and paid the local cosileges, thereby providing a new source_ of rev-
enue. But some of the teacher centers within a 60-mile radius of one
another soon found themselves competing for these registrations as well.

Pluralism and compromise. Respondents often said that "you have

to compromise if you want to get anything done here." Tolerance for
opposing points of view was also seen as an ihstitutional necessity,

and may be as much a cultural or ethnic value at this site as a straight-
forward strategic consideraticn. These factors, as nebulous as they

are, surfaced continuously during interviews and observations. Some
illustrations:

and

e rejection of ideologically driven programs; good conflict

management. An importart precursor of the network was an experimental///)

teacher education program at North Central University with a strong
and vocal normative core, derived from humanistic psychology and the
"growth potential" movement. Program staff and graduates were gquickly
branded as "inﬁgierant," "aggressive" and "arrogant," although many

of their critiéj went along with the objectives of the program. At
the Three Rivers site, the perception of ideological purism on the
part of universifly staff made it difficult to get local support for a
teacher center initially proposed by North Central Universit,.

/

e relative harmony of teacher-administrator relationships. Elsewhere

Q

ol




13

in the country, the teacher center movement tends to be associated with
teacher militancy. The cen&g?;-seem to raise not only the professional
but also the unionist consciousness of their members, leading to sharpened
teaqﬁer-administrator conflict.. Teacher center cooxrdinators from Midwest
were “"shocked" and "appalled" by tha\ziijlence of the criticism directed
éﬁﬁinét school administrators in centers which they visited on the cast
and west coast prior to and after founding the statewide network. The
teacher centers in Midwest were to be governed coliaboratively by "policy
boards" with a majority of delegates named by the local branch of the

NEA and other delegates from the district office, the cammunity and local
college or university. The statewide policy board had the same governance
structure. Overall, judging frow documents, interviews and observations,
the system functioned well. Latent conflicts were quickly verbal;zed,
then treated head-on but Qith a low emotional charge. There appe%red to
be a consensual arrangement whereby conflicts of interest led to cum-
promise solutions rather than to polarization. These boards seldom voted.
Potentiélly serions conflicts tended to be diffused rapidly by a round-
robin of telephone calls from intermediaries. Even at sites whé;e formal
relations had broken down, €.9., contract disputes and the threat of
strikes by teachers, informal. contacts remained strong and unfeverish.

How this played out in terms of teacher center poljcy and program- -
‘ming is expressed wllll, if somewhat idealistically, by the ‘trime rover'
of the statewide network, the dean of the college of education at North
Central University: °

The approach here is different [from other

states%. The centers are more eclectic and 24
-«.€ach is willing to encompass a r .age of
philosophical issues. You may get a work-

shop on using basal readers and another that

does away witl. basal readers. That's where -

the teachers are and that's where we have to

start with them. 1It's also important to get

them interested in different perspectives...

I guess we're more ecumenical here.

Egalitarianism and easy access. Some respondents evoked the

Scandinavian influence to explain that status differences between teachers,

administrators and college or university staff were attenuated through-
out the state. This made it easy, they suggested, to communicate non-
defensively on the various local and state-level policy and advisory
boards. Most of the senior administrators in the state educational office
Q @ viewed as "people who used to be teachers like us" (which they were),

Ji
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as were the state college professors. There was no apparent pecking

order observed at state-level meetings. The educational establishment
seemed generally to know one another well, to have done their B.A. degree
and, more uniformly still, thgir M.A. degree at the same colleges, and
to have extra-professional relationships (sporcs, memiership in a service
organization). Basically, this meant that teacher center business could
be done rapidly, informally and reliably. To cite one of the network

leaders: ’ &

Other people aren't used to a place where

access to state officials is so easy. If we

want to talk to the state superintendent for -

instruction, well, we just pick up the phone.

We see -these people a lot. We work with them

in a number of areas. So that makes it a lot

easier to start up new projects with them or

to get their support for something ongoing.
These informal contacts buttressing the formal transactions were not
pearly as fluid between local teachers and state superintendents, but
flowad smoothly between state and district administrators and college/
univeysity staff. They also helped in conducting teaéﬁgf center business.
Wwhen, for example, a problem was raised at a state- level network meeting
about the lack of cooperation on the part of a rur\i county superintendent,
three people immediately responded that they had. either taught to, taughé
with, socialized with, or thought they were distantly related to the
person “involved, and all volunteered to call him.

Continuity, low mobility. Respondents said that most inhabitants

of the state, particulafly those in education, stayed there. There

seemed to be a traditioﬂ of spending some time outside the state - usually
for a segment of one's training or for the first job - then returning
home, almost in the medfeval form of the "wandering apprenticeships" in
northern Europe. Althoagh a fair amount of staff turnover was observed

dt teacher center sites, much of it led to other jobs (in the district
office, state college orfégate educational office) that could be useful

to the statewide network. Citing the college of education dean again:

There is enormous continuity [here] of the

pecple in the administrative ahd political arenas
having to do with education. Y¥ou don't always
have to start oyer with these people. You've
brought them through a process where they under-
stand what you are doing and have committed them-
selves to it and will cputinue to go along with it.

AR\I: this site, high continuity appears to have helped the teacher center

{
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network ovek,gbugh spots, e.g., when regults were poor or funding
threatened. The unspoken agreement seezzd to be that the network was
embryonic and would require a batient, long-term commitment on the part
of the gducational elite across the state, most of whom were associated
directly or indirectly in the enterprise.

Outreach and service by universities and colleges. This last theme

‘recurred in documents and interviews. Not only the state colleges but -
also the state universities emphasized their service objectivés. College
and university staff wer~ actively engaged - in some @ases overextended -
in local committees, spec1al projects, workshops or actf%n research aimed
at the improvement of social services. All this was over and above their
teaching and administrative loads. The drafts prop051ng the teacher
center network and its loose coordination by North Central University
spoke of "a history of ccoperative relationships between colleges and
universities, state and local officials and the state educatlonal asso-
ciation (of teachersy." The implication was
. ® that institutions of higher education were committed
) ‘ to projects'involvihg local practice improvéhent,
® that they were familiar with,had a legitimate claim
Qﬂgin-service staff develobment, : -
® that chq?l teachers, administrators and college staff
could communicate and collaborate ("boundaries are
/ fuzzier here between the colleges and schools; people
can move easily from one to thefo*“er," said one
professor at North Central), and ' )
’%phat the universities had a special expertige as brokers. -
or nodes of knowledge resources that would be needed in

a statewide information and training network.
[ 3

Perceived educational needs prioA\xo founding. The *bulk of the
data suggeststhat the teacher center work as a whole did not meet
any pressing, locally perceived need. This is probably a moot point.
The original proposal spoke often and convincingly of problems to which
the network was a solution: the decline in school-age pupils and cor-
resporiding low turnover rate among teachers who would need in-service

I:RJ(flnlng to maintain their commitment and competency; the general

-~
-
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threat of profess‘onal stagnation, with possible impact onKEUp 1

¢

achievement and attltudes, the need for an acceleration in the

dissemination of new practices; and the need for tighter links be-
tween colleges and local schools for improved local problem-solving.
added that his

college was cGeluged with requests for information and expertise, many

In an interview, Dean Saganne, who wrote the proposal,

of which could be met using local expertqgé whose existence wasn't
widely known. At the local levels, then, rosource exchanges could be
miltiplied and extended by means of such a central repository as a
teacher c¢enter linking colleges, community specialists, teachers with
spe01al skills and ‘external sources of information and assistance.
or

them-

-But documentatlon ard interviews turned up far less urgency,
even agreement on most of -these points. Teachers did not perceive
gelves to be stagnating, nor were they so.perceived by their local and
statﬁ administration. Teachers were obliged to take 16 hqurs of course-
work or workshops every 5 years, such that in-service wapk contractually -«
enforced. There were grumblings about the limited choic¥of in-service
offerings, abo&é its quality (overly theoretical at the university or
colleges, myopic Oor narrow within the school district) and availability
(degree-level coursework had to be done after school hours or during e
summer) , but no wiHespread, vocal dissatisfaction. Local districts
College staff felt that they were
adequately involved with. local schools, if only on a probleT—by-problem
Staff at North Central U. said tpat they had doubted from the

outset tpat the teacher center would redé%e demands on them, but rather

did not feel under-iﬁnovative.
basis.

had feared an increase in such demands, which turned out to be the case!\

N
On balance,

the idea of a statewide network of professional
development centers seems to have been chiefly the result of a social
philosophy, ideology or deeply held commitment on the part of an .
energetic and charismatic leader and what were called - for the most
part endearingly - his disciples throughout the state. The problems
were meaningful too, but not urgent for local administrators and teachers.
In some respects, the faintly doctrinaire nature of the propogal it-

self shone through.

For instance, current in-service offerings were
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judged inadequate not as the result of%survey or testimonial evidence
(though there wnuld have been some) but as a result of their kaving

been defined externally by administrators. Empirical work was tihen
-cited, somewhat inappropriately (e.g., NSF, Rand studies), to show

that teachers tended to ignore or to transfcrm exXternally generated
practices. The implication was that teacher-identified training needs
were not only the most legitimate but also the most effertive. inputs

for program elaboration, and that the new format was needed to rational-
ize investments. As discussed below (see secticn 1.1.3), the network
seems to have been driven principally by the strikingly ambitious

desife to spread and concretize throughout the state, a shared philosophy
of individual growth among influential anl energetic educators. But

we should note that antecedents were different from one local site to -
another. At one of the sites studied in detail (see below, sectinn 1.2),
the local center appeared to grow more “"organically" “from locally felt
needs to whi¢h the center was an obvious answer. This center, in~i-
dentally, péédated the creation of the statewide network.

1.1.2, Institutional Precursors )

That the structure and objettives »f khelstate~wide té%cher .
center network seem to have a clear, direct institutional lineage from
earlier enterprises in and around North Central University is further
witness to the force of pPhilosophjcal ideas in the network's founding.,
Five institutional or programmatii sources should be mentioned briefly

1. The Experimental Teacher Educatior Program. Between 1965

and 1967, a comprehensive study of teacher education opportunities and
likely needs in the state was catried out collaboratively by the State
Department >f Public Instruction, North Central UIniversity, the
.Legislative Research Council, the State Bcard of Higher Education, the
U.S. Office of Education and a number oi Jlocal school districts. It
was estimated that some 60% of -th state's elementary school teachers
had "less than degree" certificatizh (i.e., no B.A.) and that an
emergency p»rogram should be created,’externally funded and governed Y
independently of the college of education at North Central University,

where the Drodfam should be housed. The program should retain an




experimental focus: thisbclientele was older and more experienced
th2n the cuétomary pre-service or post-graduate degree students.
Instruction would,ideall§ be more practice~based, more egalitarian
betweep staff and students and mnre directed to increase continued
self-development capacity than to assure high levels of terminal
certification.

Dr. Paul Saganne was hired from another midwestergp university
to direct the Experimental Program, which lizzed from 1968 to.l972,
conferred approximately 720 degrees (400 B.A. degrees, 300 M.Ed. and
17 Ph.D. degrees), achieged national notoriety, created a dynamic and
influential social net;Brk among its graduates -and sparked local con-
troversy. Some of its staff was integrated in 1972 into the college
of education, with whom relations had been uneven, and Dr. Saganne

.\was appointed the dean of a renamed "center" which essentially as-
sumed andzextended the activities of the college.

The Experimental Program introduced-practices which were radical
new to the area. S:aff reasoned that if teachers were expected, as th
program §ought, to "inculcate the spirit and the capacit& for inquiry
and discovery" among pupils, these practitioners should be taught
as they\would teach their own pupils upon graduation. As a result,
there was little lecturing or other large-group instraction, no com-
pulsory reading lists, few paper and pencil examinations and little
hierarchical differentiation between students and college staff.
Through .independent study, small seminars and periodic "clinical" in-
ternships in schools throvghout the state, ‘students designed and exe-
cuted a largely self-defined program, relying on instructors for gui-~

dance. Attempts were mace to simulate real or ideal classroom environ

18
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fments ir the college itself, with a particular interest in the materials-

rich, xelatively unstructured British "informal" or "open" classrooms,

set up with integrated learning areas or "activity centers.™ The

British "informal" model, with its emphasis on children's.ﬁulti—modal,;

self-directed exploration and cognitive mastery of their environment,
was a source of inspiration, and constituted the ideal by which local
practices were okten measured. Finally, the fluidity of movement
between university and local schools, together with the injection of-
for once, highly valued ~ craft knowledge into a un;vgrsity setting,

3t
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was meant to break down the perceived 1solat10n between colleges
» and local communltles. )
. The life cycle of the Experimental Program seems to have had two
parts. Duriné the first two years, the program attracted some of
the most dynamic teachers and administrators throughout the state.
Most were enrolted in the M.Ed. and Ph.D programs, where they formed
a cohesive, highly committed reference group. They were young, but
experienced, in that all had dagre at least five years of classroom
teaching and most had moved into administrative slots at the building
and district levels. Some of the Ph.D candidates were instructors
at the various state colleges sprinkled throughout the state. In-
ications are that this group thrived cn the independent, experiential
nhature of the program and internalized its philosophical core. Most
returned to their home schools, school district offices and‘state
colleges with a strong commitment to furthering "informal" education.
It was around this group®that the state-wide teacher Center network
was built.
The second phase of the Experimental Program was apéarently
less successful, at least in the eyes of teachers aﬁd administrators
within a 60-mile radius of North Central. The new cohort.eﬂrolled
in the post-graduate program wé 3 less experienced, ccntaining a ot
greater number of out-of-state students and more militant than the '
first group. Duriﬁg their internships in state schools, they were
- variously’ perceived as arrogant, fanatical and naive. Erperimental
Program students tended to denigrate local pracuices by reference
to the more idealized and child-centered "i ermal model; 1local
practitioners took this to mean that they themselves were insensitive
to childrens' negeds and ineffective teachers. Feelings ran particu-
larly strong in Three Rivers, where North Central .University v.as
located. Below are two representative remarks, first from an infor- —/’;/
mant who had done the Experimental Program and then stayed at North X
Central as a graduate teaching asslstant, then from a local principal:

4

Teachers and pr1nc1pals heard the Experimental
Program students saying that their schooll weren't
adequate, and a let of those students weren't very
experienced. Then when people started coming in




- from 2111 over the countxry, it made it seem as if

S the university people were right; it made things worse.
Also, very few of the new students (in the second
phase) who were doing the M.Ed. or doctorate came

from Thrée Rivers.

v

A lot of people got burned by the real missionary
nature of the ‘training over at the University

(during this period). It was messianic; it put
a lot of people off. - .
A \

[ 4

Several informants said that there was already some "rivalry,""bad

blood" or "ill will" between North Central and local educators prior
- to the‘ﬁew Program, but that relations deteriorated further between

1970 and 1972. Many of the difficulties in founding and maintaining

the teaéhéf center in Three Rivers were traced by site infor@ants

5o the distrust with regard to the university stemming from the

-

Experimental Program.

2. The social network of Experimental Program graduates and

their local insertion. zGraduates moved into key administrative posi-
tions at the district ;:é state levels, and into teaching and adminis-
_trative (e.g., dean or director of a precgram) slots at state colleges.
. They ..ad occasion to meet on state-level business or during conventions,
and stayed in contact with North Central staff who found p051tlons
at the college of education when the experimental program was phased
out. When Dean Saganne began‘prospectlng throughout the state for
the creation of a network of local teacher centers, he began by con-
tacting this corps of graduates. .
Figure 1-1 maps the relationships between North Central staff,
in particuiEr Dean Saganne, and the 4 districts in which teacher centers
were created in the fall of 1977. The "nesting"” of the teacher center
varied From district to district and mé; ancount for differences in
outcomes among these four centers. The (x; Jdenotes North Central
staff and Experimental Program graduates.
) At Savil, there were graduates in the state college and the
superintendent’'s office; the teacher coordinator was also a graduate.

Note tngt the state college intersects with the teacher center. The

[Kc
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Figure 1-1 1Influence and Relationship Networks at the Time
of Creation of State-Level Teacher Center Network
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college provided space, some financial aid and overt support to the

center. Although this site was not studied in detail, there is evidence

that the state college still claims partial "ownership" of the center
and provides it'with resources. ‘
" At Sunny Vale, the graduate was in the district office; there is

no state college in the area. The center was ﬁoused in a local school k
and, until 1980-81, coordinated by a local teacher who then moved into
the district office.

At Arcadia, the graduates were both at the state college; one of
them Was teacher center coordinator, operating out of the college. The
other was a department chairman. '

At Three Rivers, there were no gradvates in the district office\\
The center was not "claimed" by any of the parties, although the distraict
provides it with space adjacent to the city library.

The arrows show communication patterns in the three years prior to
the creation of the network. Dean Saganne at North Central was clearly
at *he hub of mm$¥’cqmmun1catxons. He initiated most contacts, and
receivea lntermlttent communications from the districts. Within local
sites, the gyaduates got together tc plan the center; in most cases,
this involved lining up support and getting a facility for the center.
The gradyates communicated intermittently with other graduates in
neighboring districts and with graduates in the state office of education.
Note finaly, that Saganne has strong links where others have weak links
or none at all - to the state education cffice and to the private foundation
which eventually funded the project for about half of the totag costs
incurred in the first five years. i

\
Informants estimated that local centers were harder to get off the

ground whetreé there was no Experimental Program graduate in a keay slot.
They were also surpriscd in one case where graduates were strategically

placed but a center not created in the first two years of the network.

3. Midwest Study Group. During the Experimental Program, a

national study group of educators and researchers was created. - The
group met once Yearly, communicated via a newsletter and ran a publica-

tions series for monographs written by 1ts members. The uroup, which

5
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continued after 1573, fostered an approach to schooling, testing ]
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and research which was close to that of the Experimental Program.
‘In particular, its members experimented with alternative forms of
testing and program evaluation. Some of the members had visited
British informal schools‘'and the regional teacher centers which had
been created in part as a reéﬁurce bank for these schools. One mem-
ber had created such a center within an urban university on the east
coast. Much of the initial input to Dean Saganne (and to another
staff member who coordinated the study group’'s activities and later
coordinated the network itself) about teacher pentefs came from this

source.,

4. Federal projects. In 1971, the U.S. Office of Education was

exploring the creation of regional "resource bases" throughout the .
country. There was talk of state-level resource centers partly funded
by the government. In Midwest, the concept was poorly received; the
notion of a centralized materials and staff development center went
against the grain of decentralizing operations and rescurces through-
out the state. Dean Saganne addressed this issue by writing a paper

in which he outlined an in-service strateqgy for the state. The strategy
turned around the crea&;on of local resource centers coordinated

through a unlvergzty oq a network of colleges and universities. When
the Nixon administratio% laid aside such large-scale federal initiatives,
“the Midwest project lay,dormant until 1975, when Saganne reformulated

it %ore operationally in proposing a state~wide network of teacher

cencers coordinated by North Central University.

5. NIE-funded research project. Dean S. Janne and hlS staff arplied

L+

for and got an NIE grant to study the dlssemlnatlon and impact of the
Experimental Program throughout the state. The grant began in 1972 and
was extended to 1976, during which time the focus of the research
shifted. 1Initially, the study tried to evaluate local classrooms on
outcomes sougnt by the Experimental Program: pupils' affective and
cognivive growth, "quality of interpersonal relationships," "levels of
critical thinking and creative expression.” Gradually, the focus shifted
to dimensions of the classroom environment (e.g.,"openness”) and to
teachers' experience with maure child-centered classroom organization.

In the final two years, some Of the instrumentation (interviews with

Q s g
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teachers, children and parents) was converted to a self-evaluative
format for teachers, as a way of reflecting on and changing their
practice. A staff development workbook was elaborated, in which
teachers found interview schedules, exercises, log forms and in-
spirational citations, many of them from humanistic and gestalt
psycholoéists (e.g., Carl Rogers) and similarly-oriented educators
(e.g., A. Combs, G. Leonard, E. Duckworth}. The workbook was organized
around what were called "components of growth" (awareness and reflection,
trust, risk-taking, etc.). The self-evaluatiors centered on seven _
dimensions of instructional practice: diversification, individualization,
informality, decentralization, integration, use of the community as a ‘
resource, peer interaction (chiefly among pupils) .

The workbook came to be used in coursework, workshops and special
projects undertaken by staff at Nérth Central University. 'For some
\\\ informants, this project was a-precursor to the teacher center netyork
in that it stressed "teachers as learners in the context of staff
develcpment." To cite from the report to NIE:

Using and talking about the workbook helped
teachers to understand their own experience
and how it influenced their behavior...The
project led to an interest in creating forums
. for continuous discussion between teachers, a
continuous reflection on their practice.

1.1.3. Philosophical and Ideological Roots

These intellectual origins have already been traced to the
Experimental Program, the Midwest study group and the NIE~sponsored
study of staff development.. An additional source, feeding into these
initiatives, was that of the U.S. Office of Education-funded Teachers'
Center Exchange in the Far West Laboratory for Research and Development.
Globally, the overriding thesis was that teachers are adults who are
capﬁple of making significant personal and professional changes, pro-
vided the surrounding environment is supportive. Many of these changes,
1t was felt, would go spontanecusly in the direction of gre-ter in-
dividualization of classroom instruction,s/a more integrated curriculum,
less hierarchical relationships between teachers and their pupils and

more "active" (self-generated, exploratory., experimental) cognitive

~ ‘1()




mastery on the part of pupils. It was also assumed that individual
change would lead to institutional change within the school building .
and distritt towarés a more dynamic and interperSOnally harmonious
working climate. )

These beliefs, as expressed in the prelimipary prog9éals, minutes
of meetings and field notes of interviews, can be subdivided into five
key "messages" or."assumptionsmf\‘

1. Like all adults teéchers are potentially self-actualizing
and self-directing individuals. If given the opportunity to organize
their own staff developmént needs, they w.ll be judicious and respon-
sible. As a result, tpéchers should determine the teacher center prégram
and ‘constitute a majqrity in its decision-making council. i

2. Teathers cgn be "trusted." 1In asking for workshops, spécial
projects and suppop% and in directing, teacher center policy more
generally, the needs of teachers will correspond to locally perceived
needs. Teachers' self-interest will intersect with principals' and
superintendents' interests. The center will not become a seedbed of
teacher militancy.

3. Teacher-defined professional development will lead to practice
improvement. More generally, teachers will take greater responsibility
for curriculum and instructional decisions without coming into conflict
with local administrators. .

4, No one source or type of knowledge or expertise is superior
to others. University expertise is neither more valld ner more power-
ful than-craft knowledge; it is other. Ultimately, what you don't know
can't help you, and you know much more than' you believe. The richest
source of external knowledge is -likely to be" fellow teachers.

5. As they igteract with practitioners, colleges and universities
will come to recognize the validity of craft knowledge and incorporate
it into their instruction and research. ' !

‘In many ways, most of these assumptions - which were implicitly
translated into teacher certer objectives - are a transposition of
what the Experimental Program sought to instill in its graduates as
they worked in or administered classrooms. If, in the previous list,
"teacher" is replaced by "children" or "pupils," we have the core
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set of objectives for the Experimental Program.

!

1.1.4. Historical Persons or Reference Key Actors in

the Creation of théxNetwork

This section has to be looked at at two levels, the state-wide
level and the level of individual teacher centdrs. At the state-wide
level, the most prominent figure is Paul Saganne, Dean of the college
of education at North Central. All the remaining actors at the site
appear to be a supporting cast. Saganne first outlined a teacher
center model in 1971, then pushed more enerjetically for its creation
starting in 1974. He set up the local committee at Three Rivers,
then created the group which founded the other three centers. He
appears to have lobbied for support successfully at the state educa-
tional office and, through graduates of the Experimental Program, in
district offices and state colleges. He wrote the proposal and brought
in the bulk of initial funds. Almost all of the preliminary repcrts,
proposals, key memos, etc. seem to have been written by Saganne.

At the local levels, there were several key actors (see Figure 1-1).
At Savil, the center was the collective work of its firét coordinator,
Belinda Herman, of the local superintendent, Harris Livermore, and of
2 professors at Savil State College, John Zubha and Dan Syl. At
Arcadia, the center greb out of efforts to improve pre-service teacher
education on the partxpf Don Lessing, with administrative and financial
backstopping from the égpartment ckairman, Robert Goff. All these
people were graduates of the Experimental Program, as were two sup-
portive state-level administratbrs, Harold Fine and Peter Handlin,
and an in{luential "lobbyist" at the state capital, Hilary Hanson,
head of the state's Council of School Administrators. &ll served on
the state-wide network's advisory board.‘

.At Three Rivers, the two assistant superintendents, Peter Blake
and Hal Jensen, backed the project while harboring doubts. Final
negotiations were handled skillfully by a faculty member at North
Central, Joseph Harrison, who then serveﬁ on the local policy board
alongside Saganne.

1.1.5. Historical Event Listing

Table 1-1 shows the sequence of key events in the founding of !

X
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Table 1-1 Event Listing for Founding of State-Level Teacher Cehter Network

- North Central

and Local TeacBRer Centers

1965-8: State study oOf
teacher education nceds

11974-5: informal
mectings between

2-6/76: mcetings across

!

11/76: Proposal submitted

to Gibb Foundation

the state to discuss,plan
University * $/68: Exper. program fNCU, local NEA, etwork
Statewide opens, Saganne named hdministrators 9/76: initial commitments 2/17: Foundation makes
activity director k1974: initial ade by SEA, NDEA, state  |ite visits
6/73: Ex linterest signaled kolleges and LEAs s
per. program merged Gibb Fndation 4/77: funding approved
th:dcgllege of ed., haganne ry ¢ . 6/ .
named dean____________ ——_— . < 77: visits, meetings
! at other teacher centers
1970 USOE proposes regzonal | in U.S.
"renewal" centera : 2
*9/77: 4 centers open at
6/71: Saganne writes paper p
proposing teacher center con-l Arcadia, Three Rivers,
’ cept for regional centers Savil and Sunny vale
cepr_lor Ie Jzonl._centers __ {*1974-75:NIE study] 3/76: publication of staff
*6/72: North Central: awarded ffocusses on staff } development workbook
4-yrNIC grant to evaluate evelopment needs
Exper.program :
¥
9/69: B.Goff appoirted as "9/75: Lessing 9/76: special ed. in- 7-8/77: first summer in-
Arcadia head of psych. and ed. dept. poves into cafe- service program leads to service held using project
Teacher of Arcadia State College jteria space cross-college collabora- format
Center ) tion
*9/70: D. Lessing hired as 1/76: sgecial pro- ~ *9/77: teacher center joins
assistant professor ect enriches re- | *9/76: first in-gervice state-level network
bank workshops organized, len-
1972-4: Lessing begins pource :
experiments with materials- k/qs'start of Les- ding of materials.expanded
|pased {nstruction sing involvement 1¢/76: first contacts w/
~ lin 2-yr,in-svce Saganne re state-level
for non-degree network
teachers
i — -

o - - 9/76-3/77: start of de- 1/77: presentation to local
;?:::s ;gggt7§f éZiiiaimgi;:iiQZita1;212135312§2§T:$e tailed planning: commit- teachers ass’'n -still undecided
Teacher Program lteachers skepticall ments firmed up from NCU,

Center ' district administrators *4/77: new presentation (ex-

1973-4: informal discussions |*1975-6: Carlson
at local teachers ass'n aboulireplaces Saganne,
teacher ceaters in other teachers ygive
states kacking

’Catalytic and
’Planning
jevents
il974-76

Antecedent events
1965-73

Concrutization 4nd

Commitment
2/76-3/17

1

ternal funding received)-approval

5/77: presentation to school bd-
approval of majority

*9/77: ted‘her center opens

Founding events

‘Nov. 1976-Sept. 977

)
IE T(:~' key or "barometric" events

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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the network. Decisive or "barometric" eVents have an asterisﬁfﬁ? |

For this section, only the events concerning North Central University |
and state wide activity are pertinent. Events at thellocal centers
are discussed below {see section 2).

The time span is from 1965 to 9/1977, as the legend shows.
Three strands of antecedent events. are listed. The first. covers the
genesis, operation and ultimate merger of the Experimental Prograh
with the cbllege of education. The second strand covers the evolution

1
of the teacher center concept in the state. The final strand is the !
NIE—soonsF?ed study which tracked Experimental Program graduates.

In the second phase, charting catalytic and planning event, \\\\
three event clusters are noted. Meetingg;at Three Rivers began, N
initiated by Dean Saganne’and including delegates from the logcal
NEA branch and the district offiéi. When it was decided,‘¢édely at
the initiative of Saganne, that the project be state-wide rather than
uniquely local, the same format of delegates was created at other sites
in the state. Also during this period, the Gibb Foundation let
Dr. Saganne know that a state-wide project could be funded. Finally,
the PIE study was focussed more closely on teacher. professional develop-
ment, culminating in the next phése in the staff development wofkbook.

The final two phases cover events leading to local commitment ‘,
(approval of thecprpject; small sums pledged by the state NEA, the
local districts, the state education offi?e, the col;eges and univer-

sities near local centers), including the approval of the proposal

five years.

Vs

1.1.6. Schematic Flow Model of the Foundina of the Network

Figure 1-2 plots, at a macro-analytic level, the key variables
in the creation of the state-level network. As antecedents, the >

Experimental Program's heritage wasreflected in the shared ideology (1)
and the desire to extend child-centered instruction (2) on the part of
the program's graduates. Within the state, educators had read about
teacher centers and found the concept attractive (3). The activity

of the project advocate, Dr. Saganne (4), in proposing the teacher

center model and mobilizing administrators and teachers' groups, ‘vas
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by- the Gibb Foundatién, which gave approximately 7400,000.00 over
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enhanced b; local support, such that the infqrmal gxoups meeting to
discuss the concept came to see its importance and potential (5).

This social network (6} of graduates concreiized support at the )
three levels {university, school dis?rict administrators and teachers) ‘\
and between groups meeting at different points in the state (7).
Through the social network of graduates and using their influence

as state and district administrators (8), firm suppor‘' wasdenerated
at all levels (10).- The backing for the conceptfwaSmade far stronger
when the project advocate succeededin getting external funding (9),
after which the 4 centers and statewide governance mechanism:z were
created (10).

1.2. HISTORY OF THE ARCADIA TEACHER CENTER

KN
L]

1.2.1. Historical and' Institutional Context -

Arcadia is a small (population: 3,000) rural community in the
fertile Red River valley. From respondents' accounts, the community
is wealthy, with a half-dozen millionaires and a high mean income from
the large sunflower and wheat tra~ts surrounding the town. The towns-
people are chiefly of Scandinavian origin, notably Norwé&gian.

Arcadia i< also a college town. Arcadia State College lies on
a shaded campus near the town center. It enrolls approximately 650
students, of whom about 60% are future school teachers. Virtually
every department in the college instructs teacher education candidates,
with some specialization according to the grade level which future
teachers will work in, e.g., the social studies departinent enrolls
secondary-level teachers.

As a state college, Arcadia ministers to the surrounding community,
viewing itself as a "school of personal service." Although its prime
fqgction is pre-service training, the staff is actiyve in the surrounding
commgnities as consultants, members of local committees and workshop
leaders. Outreach a*d service are considered prime objectives at
Arcadia’ State. The teaching staff is expected to focus on instruction
and outreach; publications and research activity have a lower priority.
By way of reciprocity, the community appears to support the state

college and take pride in it. WwWhile both state universities are
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within a 90-minute driving distance, as is another state college,
most 'families in the amga send their children to Arcadia State. . Such .
fidelity has become an important factor in recent years, as the pooly
of high school students diminishes and the colleges find themselves
in open competitu with one another. Tgis is particularly the gase
for teacher education majors, who can choose among 3 nearby insti-
tutions aside from Arcadia State. .

One other contextual factor is noteworthy. Unlike the second
local site studied in Midwest, Arcadia has few ongoing educational or
Cultural resources for the area's inhabitants. Until recently, in-
service feacheis could not count on a well-stocked materials center or,
a rich fare of workshops.® As all teachers have had to wcet recertification
requirements by accumulating covvyse and workshop hq&rs, the local prac-
tice was to wait for the Arcadia State. summer school program or commute
to the larger cities far their summer semester.

.

1.2.2, Institutional Precursors

The Arcadia Teacher Center has an easily tracedble lineage. Aall
the key events antecedent to the~Tenter's founding took place within
Arcadia State College and involved“swo main actors, Don Lessing and
Robert Goff. fThere are four sets of institutional events: the
institutional roles b+ayed by Lessing and Goff, the reorganization of
Lessing's teaching, Lessing's management of a series of special pro-
jects and the Arcadia State summer program.

- The heritage of the Experimental Program, Having completed his
doctorate under tﬁe Experimental Program, Geff returned to Arcadia

State in 1969 and took on the chairmanship of the Psychélogy and
Education Department. The following year, he brought in Lessing who,
like himselr, had been a teacher and building administrator before

doing his doctorate under the Experimental Program. Both felt that

the Experimental Program- had been personally rewarding and were comnitted
to its objectives of attaiping a more child-centered, individualized
mode of classroom instruction within the state schools. Both also saw
the Experimental Program as @ model for their own teaching as well as
for the B.A. pregram at Arcadia State. Lessing said that his B.a,

and
M.A. were disappointing, in that coursework was rigidly organized and
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far removed from educational practice. At the Experimental Program,

by contrast:

For the first time I could decide what I wanted

to do and /jollow through on it. I don't think I |

ever did so much reading and looked into so many |

things as I did in those years. |
Another noteworthy aspect of the program for Lessing was the individual

¢ attention given to the doctoral students. The university staff spent a

good deal of time monitoring the independent projects of students:

They sat down and spent time with us as indi- AN

viduals; they cared. 1 really got a lot from -

that and I wanted to try to create that kind
of environment too. ‘¢

Several inf>rmants made precisely this kind of statement about the Arqadia
Teacher Center. Teachers came into or called the center "because they
care about you," tpecause they treat you like professionals," "because A\

yQu can really tell them what your problem is and they'll try to help." }

Reorganization of teaching. Lessing used a regular college classroom

for his "teaching strategies" course to elementary education majors, but ,
soon felt that a lecture-seminar format was overly constricted and too |
far removed ffom an ordinary classroom setting. He then began te bring
in materialsx(kits, games), to set up integrated curriculum displéyg,
("activity centers," a widely used device in British "informal" schools) .
and, soon after, to bring in children for hands-on work by students
based on these materials. Other staff members began complaining of the
clutter and noise. The last straw was a giant plastic bubble which
Lessing anu his students set up in the classroom for work on perception.
As Lessing said,"I was looking to leave anyway."

with help from Goff, he was given an unused cafeteria in the base-
ment of the main campus building. Work-study students helped Lessing
to‘repaint, retile and set up the new space. One corner of the space
(75' by 75') was set up as a classroom, and the remainder made into
storage and bookshelf space for the rapidly accumulating projects of
materials and equipment. As students began to do individual projects‘
for the "strateyies" course, the resource bank was enriched with teacher-

+ made materials as well as with commercial materials. As furniture was
Sought or, more often, scrounged from around the college and from /
. b5
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~ Student's quarters, social spaces were greated, @ith rugs, indirect
lighting, comfortable. chairs and provisions for coffee, listening to
music, reading éopular journals, chatting.' The informal, intimacy-
enhancing characzer of the main room spread to the furnishings of ad-
jacent rooms as more space was made available to accommodate the new
programs (see below). \‘\\\h

Special projects. Between 1975-76 and the fall of 1977, when

Lessing joined the state+wide teacher center network, a series og pro-

jects were initiated whith brought Lessing into a more active in-service

education role. Most of, these projects appear to have been_scouted
and retrieved by Goff. Up to this paint, the creatidn of the resource
ce::Lr in the cafeteria had been a respoﬂse to pre-serxvice needs.
During interviews, ?oth;Lessing and Goff emphasized that the teacher
center grew out of the pre-service program, where the strongest insti-
tutional commitment stiil lies. Many of .the subsequent in-service

formats were also built/around the improvement of pre-service instruction,

-

€.9., the arrangement wﬁereby local teachers brought.their pupils to
the center for two Qeeké of clinical hands-on work by pre-service students.
The,creation of .an in-service rogram was viewed as "a follow-up to

our commitment to these;teachers from the time they were students here."

Water diversion praject. 1In 1976, Lessing was asked to help

organize and provide materials for an in-service project involving
curriculum segments that!would be used in schools to explain a major
water diversion project in the area. Goff coordinated the project and
the bulk of "instruction was given by Dr. ‘Sampson, a biglogy profé&ssor,
The project brought in funds for buying more aterials for the resource.

center. -

Non-degree program. The sare year, Lessing took on greater insti-

tutional responsibility for a two-year certification program for teachers

-

who did not nave a B.A. .Goff had championed the prograr, which some of
the ne¢ighboring universitigs (e.g., North Central) had declined. Again,

the exterral funding allowéd Lessing to‘ﬁu Cha@se materials and equipﬁent,
much ot it appropriate to the classrooWs’cf n&n-degree teachers.,. This

was his first large-scale axperience th;\leéervice training. I;terviews%'
with graduateé of that proglram were Lns\ructive. Apparently, the course
included games, simulatjons| activity céYters and other classroom formats

used widely in the Experimettal Program.
Q

Participating teachers did ..ot

O




perceivz, however, that a particular ideology or sectarian approach

was being forced on them. From all accounts, the program was success-
ful and led to routine use of the resource center when it was formally
established by Arcadia State graduates teaching in the area schools.

Ny -

A cirtation here i1s useful:

tie knew he couldn’'t lecture tco us and that he'd
have to do a lot of hands-on work with experienced
people ii1ke us, so he u-ea projects and lots of
materials - the kinds of things we liked and we
were already using and that were very practical.

Special educatien program. Lessing undertook the coordination of

ancther projedt to train teachers of special education classes in ap-
proaches to mainstreaming., Twe consultants were brought in to develop
and teach the program at the rescurce center. Three points are note-
worthy here. First, the resource center played an organizing-coordinating
role, 40inyg beyond 1ts original function as a resource for Lessing's
own teachaind. Mext, this program involved the collaboration of ouner
staff members within and outside the elementary education depargment,
Frrally, teachers participating i1n this and the nop-deqgree program
becgan” £o borrow materyals from the center for ceurse work and for follow-
up classroom instruciian,  From this grew the lending service of the
conter, whics rawpidl  ekpanded ¢ wntiude drea teachers who were not
enrelicd an o owrer D presirar oot wezuvaa*ur t o borrow the FesOul “e
coenter 'L o material o«

Toowratanil *fe 1o cnac fox thim froarar, Lessang first used the

l

oareer Lrerjrar. S the sammoroor 157, Lessing participated an

A
A5 vl sweed AUl peroerar b teschaers goekng recertification creviits,
Hoo Laggnt workonons o o 1) stadres, mern oand scerence. Teachers were
requlred to dentin 8 persondl proocect, 0 make 03 boerrow naterials frow

trae ¢ tex arnd o te, nabatyr a regeort s ciansroest yne nfothe project, in-
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along with the purchase of materials and equipment for the resource
center, coeculd not have been approved or put in place rapidly in a
larger, more centralized institution. Most arrangements were made
ﬁaftcr a snort phone call - often to the c¢llege president -,/br meeting,
with a brief follow-up mema. Authorizatigns came very raZidly or

were given verba}ly

1.2.3., Philosophical and Ideological Roots.

There are two major sources: the Experimental Program and the :
objectives or Arcadia State. The firs: source has been touched on
earlier. Graduate students brought to and/or received from the Ex- R
erimental Program a commitment to the expansion of a more child-
centered, diverse and integrated mode of classroom organization. The
proyram also treated 1éb students as self- -motivating professiconals
who could devise and ey=cute their own training with the help of sup-
portive staff, a formula carried over into the oryganization of the
Arcadis Teacher Center.  The Exporimental Program also stressed a
diversificat: n of sources of expertise beyond certified expertise to
SOuUraes an the community and among peers. In relation to this pelicy,
U alue enphatiied service and outreach on the part ot colleges and

uriversities to area teachers. Both Lessing and Goft mentioned these

aspects of tne kxperimental Program ain sesountine for the share of
the Arcadia Teacher Center.

Hore anecdotall;, sare 1nformar®s cird that Le-zsane was viewpd
wWith some susp:“ion when he first came . Arcadia State and btegan to
agivocats "ditferent wass to argany e tearhin it thoat area teachers had

B

et oardg believed to be "a litele

o
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around the state and seen "a number of classrooms and schools that
were really repressive places":
1 saw a lot of teachers who needed help but weren't
getting it, and teachers who would break down and
cry at the least encouragement. It.was so important
to them just to hear® they were doing well.... So I
wanted to do some work that could help teachers with
materials and new ideas and getting some recognition

from college people and other teachers that they
gouldn't get otHerwise.

P
Final;yf\f%ere are indications that Lessing's approach to staff

development had been less self-consciously egalitarian than the prac-
tices of the Eiferlmental Program cr at the Three Rivers Teachers Cen-
ter. There wasyless emphasis on the absolute value of exchanges be-
tween practitiopers. The Arcadia Center did fewer workshops with the
teachers-teaching~-teachers formula and stressed this objective less.
The choice of sﬁmmer workshops was made in some instances by teacher
center staff (e.g., energy, nature studies) rather than entirely by
needs assessment. Perhaps because these programs were run directly
out of a college, 1n contrast to the Three Rivers center (see below),
the formats were more structured and the demands on participating
teachers more explicit. Also, Lessing had in the past and sometimes
during rield visits referred to himself as "director” of the teacher
center rather tharn the "coordinater" as others were called. In general,
the legacy »f the Experimental Proyram was strongly, sometimes self-~

consciously esalitarian and affected the state-wide network. Assistants

werc called "colleagues," directors were “"conrdinators," university”’
st f£f were tne ceme sort of “"resource people" as local school teachérs.
Policy groups "rcached consensus.”  Status or hierarchical relationships

wore blurred, althouagh they wers operative at several points in the
history of the networx, e.¢., 1n obtaining authorizations, getting
external fun:iint, gaeinind acce:s to key state officrals. The line
of authority wais ~learer at Arcadia State, altheugh, as noted in the

intraductoxy sects n, efilitarianlom )8 a strong cult.rzl norm in this

reqion. {(I+ 10 oiite tedoan tie oanalytical section of this case study
Bat a nne=- or two-person, non-d1£f21se made of decision-making lent
T
coherence and einsr ., to the Arcadia center, Ly compariscn with the
Q
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more centrifugal and multi-party governance which appeared often to
weaken the Three Rivers center).

1.2.4. Historical Persons

The two chief actors were Goff and Lessing. Bcth refegred
periodically to the influence of faculty of the Experimental Program,
notably -Saganne and another professor, C.Dix. Goff and Lessing were

personal friends and worked closely in developing the teacher center
~

at Arcadia. There was apparently a division of labor. While Lessing—— -
oversaw the teaching and progfam develcopment, Goff took care of funding,
administration, relations with the college president and the identi-
fication of special programs which the centér could>apply for. He
appears to have been, from the start, a master.ul fund-raiser. He
brought in, for example, $15,000.00 in 1976 to the resource room for

the purchase of materials under a Title T program of community as-
sistance for ‘which "teacher centers" could apply. At this stage,

the in-service activity of Lessing was embryonic, and the resource
center little more than a collection of materials for pre-service
instruction.

1.2.5. Historical Event Listing
Tne key events for Arcadia are listed in the middle row of Table 1-1
The sequence moves from the chairmanship of Goff and the arrival of

Lessing at Arcadia State to the extension of Lessing's teaching to a
materials-centered format, the special programs and the first con-

tacts late in 1976 with Saganne in reference to the state-wide net-

work. >

. Apparently, both Lessing and Goff had some 1initial doubts about

the state-wide network, although they were interested in working with
Saganne and in "being in touch with people doing the same kind of work."
They were also interested in the possibilities opened up for the pur-
chase of new materials with the GIiBb Foundation contribution of $15,000.00
in the initial! two years, then $6,000.00 in the following two years.
Since Lessing's salary and that of work-study assistants could be covered
largely from state college funds, the budget available for materials

was considerable. Also, the college should have little trouble in
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picking uﬁ\;he operating budézt of the center when external funding
dropPed to $6,000.00 in the third and fourth year, then to $2,000.00
in the final year.

Lessing, however, felt that the formula bg(had evolved at Arcadia
State was being claimed and propagated by North Central University.
Hé was not familiar with the teacher center literacure nor the profes-
sional developmert movement arising from the "informal schools" ex-

perience in England. Lessing also had some fears that other potential

| ___members of the network in proximity to Arcadia would use_the in-service

opportunities to recruit enrolling teachers awéy from Arcadia State.
Goff wondered whethzr Arcadia State could underwrite a projeci in wiich
district and county teachers would dominate the governance structure:
"I shouldn't have bgen worried; it didn't happen." On the other side,
Saganne was interested in recruiting Arcadia State both for its talent
and because a center which was already operational would strengthen

the proposal to the Gibb Foundation.

The sequence of events is shown as a flow chart of key variables
in Figure 1—3.Tha;antecedents include the Eiberimental Program heritage
of local activism (1) stemming from a normative core (2). Convergence
between Exper.mental Program objectives and the service-outreach man-
date of Arcadia State (3) facilitated within-college support (5),
leading to expanded space and budget for purchasing materials (8).
These events were themselves facilitated by the rapid and flexible
mechanisms for mak.ng decisions at a small state college. Following
the top row, Lessing's desire to operationalize his teaching with
hands-on work and to show how "active" learning could be organized
locally (1) led to the perceived need (4) for a different kind of
instructional space at Arcadia State. This concern, along with in-
ternal support in the college (5) fueled his initiatives (7) and led
to the creation of a large and increasingly well-stocked resdurce room
(8). Growth of resources made the center a likely candidate to take
on special in-service training programs (l1l) which brought in external
funds (9) that were used for the purchase of more materials and equip-
ment. The availability of these materials attracted local practitioners
(12) who were not formally enrolled id a program and were excited to

find a materials~rich resocurce center in an area in which local bhudgets

did not permit them to make large-scale orders of instructional
Q
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materials (10). ThHis increased the pressure of local demand (12) for ~
the center's services, which were then extended to include a pro-
vision fot lending materials and for follow-up work in local class-
rooms (13). As the resource cerniter moved more actively into in-
service education, it became a centerpiece for the proposed state-
level teacher center network (14).

1.3. HISTORY OF THE THREE RIVERS TEACHER CENTER
As Three Rivers was a secondary site for data collection, it
will be treated in less detail.

1.3.1 Historical and Institutiohal Context

Three Rivers is one of the three major cities in the state .and
is often associated in the minds of residents from other areas as the
locus of the larger of the two state universities. The city also
contains on its perimeter a large air force base.

Because ‘it is not a large city (pop. 45,000), local school prac-
titioners and university people know one another reasoﬁably well, but 2
do not have as many non-professional contacts as at Arcadia. A large
number of the university staff appear to have wives or husbands who
teach schoal. University staff are also active in the community,
e.g., serving on the school board.

Despite these multiple liuks, there are indications that town-
gown relations are uneven, at least in the education sector. This
heritage appears to have slowed down the creation of the Three Rivers
Teacher Centér and contributed to its iritial difficulties. Some
respondents spoke of "mu*ual distrust," others of "enmity"” and one
or two of "bad blood." Some excerpts from in“erviews:

Teachers just feel put down by university

people, so they don't want to get you in-
volved with them. J

The perception of the university was that

it was a very different environment from

the schools and wouldn't be able to respond
to teachers' needs. ) ‘

Each one (the university and district schools)
has its domain and doesn't want the other
one to tread on its territory.

U
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1.3.2. Institutional Precursors

Role of the Experimental Program. Likxe the state-wide network,

the mapdate of the local teacher center which Dr. Saganne began to
design in 1974 was to extend and root in local pracfice some of the
Expe#imental Program's ﬁéin\tenets. There was also the hope that
by creating a continuous link with loéai schools, the university
could move away from a problem-by-problem relationship with local
schools and establi'sh more enduring, consequential ties.

The thrust of the Experimental Program, together with its re-
ception at Three Rivers, were discussed earlier. The program was
controversial, as was its director, Dr. Saganne, who was seen by
some as a godsend and by.others as a messianic intruder,with few
voices in between. Since Three Rivers sen£ relatively few teachers
or administrators to the program,, local commitment did not develop
as had been the case, for example, at Arcadia.

Some re§pondents felt that the uneasy relationship between the
college of educatign and local’'schools pre-dated the Exper&mental
Program but was further strained by it.

Links with district and county schuols. Graduates of North

Central felt mof& comfortable with its college of education and

the Experimental Program. But ‘a large number of district teachers
had been trained elsewhere; many seem to have evolved an attitude

of distrust. The university was "too theoretical;" it "really didn't
know what went on in schools." The enly continuous link between
staff at the university and local teachers w s through the super-
vision by university staff of student teachers durimg their intern-
ship 'period in local schools. Some of the strain here is hard to
understand, especially since most of the university staff in ele-

;vﬁ\gzzﬁary education had been former teachers and administrators. The

£t gucss is that the views of teachers from elsewhere, together
with the relative infrequency of ongoing university-school contacts,
Created a social distance that was increased during the Experimental
Program. .
As a result, when Dr. Saganne made a presentation of the teacher
center concept to the executive board of the local teachers' association,

o
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it was poorly received. "He got a quickx 'np.'" The university
was suspected of "making a power ﬁiay" for a center whicl it would
control. The proposed system fof financing the center was unpopular;
Saganne proposed that the money come from, stipends paid to district
teachers for their. supervision of student teachers. Finally, Saganne
was perceived as "too philosophical."”

Saganne did not give up. He sent a mcre homophilous émissary

r. Carlson, a former teacher, principaland superintendent. The
fu&ding formula was changed to include university support, in-kind
services (space, materials) from the diét;ict and external funds.
Commitments were firmed up as the composition of the teachers'
executive board changed to a more favorable get, as the governance
structure was elaborated and external funds becaMe a reality. The
final vote was split, but a majbrity approved the center.

Links with district administrators. On the whole, these rela-

tions seemed to be more harmonious than the unlver51ty local teucher
relatlonsh%p. Superlnéendents and assistant superlntpndents Fad more
continuous contact with North Central and perceived the university

as a useful resource. One of the assistant superintendents was a
personal friend of Dr. Saganne and intervened perivdically in dis-
trict affairs on behalf of the university.

District administrators were ambivalent about the center.r They
saw its promise as a vastly enlarged source of in-service training
for district teachers, and one which would, in large part, be ex-
ternally funded. They also saw such a center coordinating all local
in-service, although they were somewhat dubious of the governance
structure in which teachers had a plurality of delegates. There
was some'seﬁtiment that the center was an ambitious, idealistic
undertaking that would never work and, if‘it did, might increase
teacher militancy in the district. There were also doubts, shared
by ti..e school board, of the financiai burden which would accrue ,after
the initial two years,tc the school system budget when extefnal
funding was first reduced, then phased out.

"In the planning sessions, however, district administrators

approved the project and gave release time during school hours to




the teachers engaged in planning. wWhen interviewed, administrators
said they had few reservations about the center. Teachers, on the
(other hand, saw the central office as "uninterested," "dragging
their feet" or "(the teacher center as) a low priority for them." \
That the district office had not found a facility to house the center
a month before its opening was judged a good index of their level of
commitment. In brief, field data are ambivalent,

Institutional orphaning. The physical location of the center
may have typlfled the institutional fragillty of the project. Dr.

Carlson proposed a facility at the university, but saw rlght away
“that the teachers were looking for a more neutral territory.'

Another proposal’ called for the center to be housed in a local junior
high school, but the assistant superlntendent wanted the center "not
to’be attached to one of the institutions, but to have more autonomy."
In other words, no one .was claiming the center. The university was
eager to pass local control to the teachers, who were dubious' and to
the central office which was ambivalent. There seemed to be agreement
that the first coordinator would not have a high-status background

(as would, for example, a pf;ncipal, a professor at North Central or-
an executive ﬁember of the teachers' gssociation), which would have
generated energy and support in at least one of the th.ee constituencies.
1.3.3. Philosophical and Ideological Roots

These havé been discussed in connection with the creation of
the state-wide network. )

1.3.4., Historical Persons

Most of the key actors have been identific . From within the
university, the main protagonists were Saganne and Carlson. At the
central office, the two assistant superintendents, Jensen and Blake,
Played decisive roles. No central figure emerges from the executive
board of the local teachers' association, although two persons, Elsa
Fisher and Debbie Halstead, were mentioned (and interviewed). Both
were favorable to the creation of the center.

1.3.5. Historical Event Listing

The bottom row of Table 1-1 lays out the sequence of events

Vo
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at-Three Rivers and appear %0 emphasizc the hesitations of the

local teéghers association. There were two full years of informal
contacts, bBefore operatio planning was undertaken. The catalyst
,seems to have been extérnal funding, both from foundation and
hniversity monies, and the emphasis’ put on teachers' self-determination

in the center's programming and governance.

Lo
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2. THE FIRST TWO YEARS OF OPERATION, 1977-1979

2.1, OPERATION OF THE STATEWIDE TEACHER CENTER NETWORK, 1977-1979

2.1.1. 1Institutional Structure

Data are more sparse here. The tasks of the statewide network
during these two Years were chiefly those of putting into place its
complex governance structure and of hplping to consolidate the four
founding teacher centers. One of the key events in the initial year
was a two-day conference for coordinators and local policy and advisory
boards. Work focussed on the mechanics of opening a teacher center,
ways of idé}tifying teachers' needs, how to develop a humané%esource /
file (of resource persons, their areas of competence and their avajila-
bility), and techniques of publicizing the center and deciding on its
priorities. Much of the information came from previous visits to cen-
ters in other states and from written information providedfﬁy the Teacher
Centers' £xchange at the Far West Lab.

Annual reports to the Gibb Foundation admit that the governance

_ Structure was “awkward" in the first year, but "well-developed” by the
second. Those delegates who were interviewed said that it took them &
good two years to get oriented. The policy board had 11 members, 8
teachers from the 4 local centers' policy boards, and 3 from the state-
wide advisory bhoard (a state-level administrator, a member of a local
schecol board and a state college professor). The board's role in the
early years was chiefly that of administering the foundation monies and
Overseeing the coordination of the network by M~rth Central University.
The advisory board had 20 members, including the local teacher center
coordinators ard strong delegations from th'state colleges (5 pro-
‘fessors) and from teachers (6 members). The board's role™was to
"enlist :;§}d Suj-pert,” advise the policy board"and "assess statewide
educationdl goals." Board members complained periodically about the
“vaguencss" 5f their mandate, notably 1n relation to the sStatecwide
policy board.

Backing up these boards was the "statewide network staff.” 1In
fact, the permanent staff consisted of Brenda Buckley, who was victually
full-t:ime or other functions at North Central,» and Paul Saganne, wh>

was Dean of the College of education. Their role vas to act 1n the name
Q K

~
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of the policy board to put dut a quarterly newslettcr, compile a
statewide human resource file, link the SEA to the local centers,
disseminate major reports, documents and research. Thé foundation
money was also administerea put of North Central. 1In reality, much

of their time was spent adviking local teacher center coordinators

and putting out fi_ es at thege centers by calling key actors .ias

Brenda Buckley';aid, "I've belen here 22 years; you end up knowing
everyone.") and drumming up support for the network within the SEA.
Buckley also oversaw the activities of two junior "resource c»>lleagues,"”
each at half-time, each assigned to two centers as a consultant, work-
shop leader or extra pair of hands. The coll?agues Qad broad mandates:
each tended to be us<d by the denters in her area of strength. 1In

one case, this was as a popular\workshop leader, who "drew a lot of
teachers in" and "really got thd center off to a good start." 1In

the other, the colleague was morg a process helper, assisting co-

\

ordinators to lay out. the physzca% space of the center and to talk

through objectives.

In all cases, the structures Vere loose. The resouxce colleague
role, for example, had emerged wher\a staff member of a special project’
at North Central had finished her wogk: >

A

B. Buckley: Paul (Saganne) said‘to me, 'Hey, maybe
we can put her ont Yhe teacher centers.'
It sounded like ra good "idea, so wr created
the resource colleague jcb ... Things are
loosely counstructed around here. We do
things as preeds ar:se. It gives us a lot
of flexibility.

In part, the low degrees of claborated pianning, of codification
of procedures and of drfferentiration of roles corresponded to Dr.
Sagannc's managerial style.. But there was also a widely shared ethos
in che teacher ¢enter mevement, stemning in part from the Experamental
Progyram, that hi:hl,y rationilized mancgement drove out the imore in-
formal, trustini:, siontaneous Jimensions of carrying out such a venture
as thit. In fact, the use of 1nterwersonal networks to aet authoriza-
tions, sutiort and resources for the networx Hecame more widespread
as a result ¢f low tormaligzition in the management o! the network.
Also, mananerial infonnality went aloni with decentralization. State-

wide network s+taff were anxicas tn ﬁrvnlvv responsitility te lecal

-
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graduates, many of whon were activ. in the network.
was obvious at a meeting of the teacher center coordina-
observed. The original coordinators and resource col- \

reriodically refer to the doctrine as a safeguard against

RIC

dev:iations:

We're too much into organizing big workshops and .
not erough into individual personal growth. Remember,
that's what the network is about.

Experimental Program graduates would get rejuvenated by this reinforce-
r

a referencé jroup available in the settings in which

they worced view members would receive sore doctrinal socialization.
z2.1.3, Founcint and Key Persons

were the same as Guring the pre-founding years
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The breakdown of the foundation funding is shown below. These
are projected figures from the proposal, but they proved fairly
close to the expended amounts. The first figure shows the percentages
of «foundation support, by year, with the dollar amounts between
parentheses. The bulk of the funds (about ‘65%) are for staff salaries,
covering teacher center coordinators and support staff.

The second figure shows the percentage and dollar amounts for
the Three Rivers center, which is roughly equivalent to the others.
As the exterral funding dropéi the local schecol districts and state

colleges are expected to pick up the slack.

Figure 2-1 Foundation Support of the Total Project
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At the level of the statewide necwork, foundation funds were

to be picked up by North Central University, the SEA and the state
branch of the NEA. The largest amounts (growing from $14,000.00
in the first year to $26,000.00 in the 5th) were to come from North

Central. Funding coniributed by the state and NEA branch were more

symbolic. These monies were intended to cover meetings, publications,

planning grants and special projects. As the charts show. both the
statewide network and the local centers were expected to be self-
sufficient after 5 years.

Much of the matching funds came in the form of in-kind re-
sources. For example, local school districts or state colleges
made space available to house a center; no new funds were needed.
North Central borrowed from staff time for coordination, secretarial
and publications work. Actual outlays of funds to match foundation
aid were not heavy in the initial two Yyears.

Dr. Saganne was anxious to diversify funding scurces. In
particular, Gibb Foundaticn aid would not‘cover all the front-end
costs of starting up the projected 7 local centers beyond the 4
charter members. In the fall of 1978, he drafted a proposal for
federal assistance in order to “assist and augment the existing
centers in becoming ywell-established as well as to support the
development of anticikated new centers to the Network." He asked
for $125,000.00, mostméY it in the form of staff salaries. Although
the proposal {1t neatly i1nto the funding allotments for a federal
teacher center assistance program, it was not funded. The proposal
was redrafted and TQSmelt%Od twice more in 1979 and 1980, again

without succeas, A fourth a xTSfﬁij/currently in the works.

2.1.% Events and Actaivitics of the Founding Years

The 1mportant data here are at the level of the local teacher
centers (e below). The network 1tself sought to support these

centers and to put the complex governance and advisory boards into

place.  There were only two noteworthy events: the failure of the
first fedocal proposa’ and “he delay of the next wave of new teacher
coenterag from 1978-79 to 1979-80.
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2.1.6 Social and Interorgahizational Dynamics

Consensus issues. There appear to have been very few conflicts

during the first two years. The project was in its expansive, enthu-~
siasm-generating stage with four centers created and three more in
the pipeline. Sizeable external funds made the venture easier for
local and state-level agencies which might otherwise have had to
cuat back in another sector to fund the teacher centers. Delegates
from local centers who served on the statewide policy and advisory
boards were careful to look beyond their local interests to the
network as a whole. Aside from one flare~up in the third year
(see below), this policy was continubkd successfully.

Conflicts. There were few; problems typically occurred at the
local levels rather than at the network level. Three issues bear
mentioning.

i. Goal displacement. The centers saw themselves as growth-

enhancers, working intensively with individuals and small groups of
teachers on reflective, change-facilitating topics. As it turned
out, coordinators had little time to dc this and teachers did not,
in most instances, solicit it. Much of the energyv wernt into organizing
workshops, often large-scale workshops with college credit or con-
tract recertification credit as one of the prime rewards. These
workshops also brought funds int« cocperating state colleges or
universities. Events which (a) attracted large numbers, (b) gave
visibility to the center, (c) were a source of revenues and {d)
secmed to draw in secondary-level teachers ‘0 tended otherwise to
parficipate less in teacher center activities were hard to resist.
Coordinators often complained of this discrepancy between what they
hoped to do and what the bulk of teachers were in fact askind for.

1i. Policy board affiliation. As mentioned above, deYegates

from local policy boards sat on the statewide poli%y boar@l and
voted on or consented to the expenditure of funds. There ere no
complaints of local lobbying until the third vyear, when delegates

from onc of the centers reconfigured proposals Lo distribute funds

for special projects. As 1t turned out, their district got more
and other districes less, although the sums were minor. To some
extent, this was the resuit of some membors ' vxperience of how these
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boards functioned, while other members were still learning the

-

ropes. Since these experienced delegates had already served a term

on the policy board, then had been reelected in different delegations
\ (i.e., a former "téacher" delegate could reappear as a "teachers'
association" delegate), they had a clear advantage. The upshot of
this conflict was to limit nominally the terms of office of delegates.

iii. ~Supplanting administrators. Local conflicts with school

administrators - principals and, in some cases, central office ad-
ministrators - were feared,but did not materialize at the two sémple
sites, Arcadia and\QEfee Rivers. Conflicts may have appeared else-
ere in the network. The issue was simple: in many districts,
(/*\zﬁ}iding principals were responsible for in-service training of
their staff. 1In some, one of the assistant superintendents played
this role. Unless the coordinators were interpersonally skillful,
the teacher centers could be seen as usurpers. This problem appeared
to be more acute at the newer centers than at the original four. It
was best resolved by talking through the division of labor with ad-
ministrators and by stressing, as one coordinator said, "that the

teacher centers are only part of the in-service action."

Bargaining issues. These were latent in the initial years,

but not as prominent generally at the netwo:k level as within in-
dividual 10As. The overarching bargain was struck with state and
local auvthorities. It nad two parts. Firs%, at thd local level:
e The teacher canters will provide knowledge resources that
are otherwise unavailable, in return for matching fundswand, gra-
dually, for full financing of .the centers by local districts and

state colleges. “

Then, at the state level: '

. @ The tcacher centers will provide a rapid, efficient means
of disseminating new programs and of upgrading teachers which the
state education avency would otherwise have to deliver on a dis-
| trict-by-district basis. In exchange, the state will provide modest
. financial 11d and will give preferential treatment to the network

when needs for dissemination and training emerge at the state level.

76




Knowledge transfer. 1In the initial years, the network's role

was modest. It consisted chiefly of facilitating exchanges between

coordinators, such that a successful project in one center would be ,
_tried out in another. The network also served as a vehicle for the

delivery of state-level projects to local centers. For example,

the state arts council initiated the writers~in~-the-schools project,

then contracted with the teacher centers to organize local projects.

2.1.7. Barriers

At this juncture, only one problem not yet discussed is note-
worthy. Coordinators began to complain, within their first year of
service, of role overload. They were meant to oversee teacher
center operations, work individually with teachers, visit schools,
confer with administrators, keep careful records, order materials
for teachers, contact potential workshop leaders, prepare newsletters
and reports, prepare and attend policy board meetings and generate
favorable publicity about the centers. They were also expected to
be active at the statewide network level. Taking only the four
original centers, coordinators turned over twice in the first four
years at Three Rivers and Savil, once at Sunny vale. Only Arcadia
had no shiﬂ&s in leadership or staff.

Other problems have already been mentioned: unwieldy nature
of the gov#rnance structure of the network, fears that alternative
(e.g., federal) sources of funding might not materialize, compl§ints
by some apout the unstructured or underspecified character of the
network'# administrative structure, and so: discomfort with con-
ducting 4 successful dialoque between colleqe§ and school districts.
2.1.8 El_{lltatoqg.

TheFe too have been covered or are best treated within local

cunters.; The key items are the energy and influence of the network

initiatjr, Dr. Saganne, the presence of external funding, the pre-
f

sence o
i

colleqos‘dnd the tradition of decentralized manayement within the
state. \

\

former teachers in key roles at local centers and state




2.2. OPERATION OF THE ARCADIA TEACHER CENTER, 1977-1979

2.2.1. Institutional Structure

When Arcadia joined the teacher center network, it aligned
its governance and administrative mechanisms with the others. The
policy beoard called for at least lb and no more than 18 members,
including 4 teachers, one principal, one superintendent, Lessing
himself, one community delegate and two delegates from Arcadia
State of which one,'the Dean, was a permanent member. Six dis-
tricts became members of the center, including 197 teachers .nd
covering a radius of 45 miles. Center staff comprised a part-
time coordinator, two part-time assistants and a part-time secre-
tary. ?he other - and major ~ time commitments of the staff were
to the pre-~service training program.

From all accounts the governance worked smoothly. Meetings
were infrequent (twice per year) but well-attended (100%), in
part because the agenda included supp€r, the possibility to order
materials and the selection of werkshops. By contrast, the Three
Rivers policy board met more frequently and had several absentees,
notably delegates from the district office.

Unlike the other centers, the Arcadia center was clearly
nested institutidpally in the state college. Nect only was it lo-
cated there, but }ts staff were state college employees and its

genesis was an outgrowth of the pre-service education program.

56

In many ways, the center fed and strengthened the pre-service pro-~

gram, so that there was little dispersion of effort. The other

centers tended to be new units, Spanning but not clearly rooted in

a collaborating institutiof. As Figure ' ~) shows, the other centers

either straddle two units {(Savil and Sunny Vale) or are wholly

separate entities (Three Rivers), ~hereas the Arcadia center 1s

within the province of one institution. The data suggest that such

nestiny provided a more stable base for institution-buillding than
did more multi~party arranaements which took far longer to ronsoli

date. 3

2.2.2. Objectives

From the outset, the Arcaiira center stressed that the (od§$py

~
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center "is a principal component of the pre-service education pro-
gram at Arcadia State College." Joining the teacher center network
was an opportunity ta "expand the outreach effort to include on a
regular basis in-service activities." The emphasis here as well
was to assist former pre-service students, and to "enlarge communi-
cation and learning between pre-service and in-service teachers."

Beyond this, an analysis of interviews and written materials
(newsletters, reports to the Gibb Fourdation, newspaper clippings)
yields five institutional cbjectives:

i. Enrich the general culture of teachers. This was done

fhnough a yearly workshop series, in which some of the presentations
were not pegged to within-classroom topics. Examples were a
depiction of growing up in Nazi Germany by an area resident and an
actor's dramatization of the life cycle with excerpts from poetry
and theatre.

ii. Expand local craft knowledge and instructional repertoires.

The main thrust of the center was here, in the form of a vast resource
bank containing kits, idea boaks, teacher-made materials, integrated
curriculum units ana audio-visual eguipment. Many of the workshops
also contained a hands-on, take—back-;o-your—classroom component

built around resource materials. ;

iii. Create exchanges. The center was meant to be a "place

for teachers to informally meet" while attending a workshop or
browsing. The newsletter stressed the at-home, relaxed atmosphere
of the center. Interspersed throughout the resource bank were arm-
chairs and indirect lights, magazines of guaeral interest, tables
for small groups, corner for more private chats. There was coffce
and, often, home rade cakes or cockies. There is no doubt that such
an environment drew in teachers and facilitated contacts that con-
tinued when teachers went back to their schools. Coming to the cen-
ter, ¢ intormants saiwd, was assoctated with "boing in a coty place
you could unwind 1n and meet people and get to look at all those
materials they had.” This was also an occasion tor area teachers

to meet with teachers in training and thereby tacilitate thear

entry 1nto local schools.  There may also have been a hidden agenda

Q —
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here, although no probing was done to verify it. By multiplying con-
tacts between area teachers and pre-service students, Arcadia State
"positioned" its teaching candidates for getting better placement op-
portunities in a rapidly shrinking job market for new teachers - one
in wnich Arcadia State often nad to compete with neighboring state
colleges and state universities., Indications are that this strategy
was successful.

iv. Involve the community. As part of its service mandate, the

college in general and the teacher center in particular, sought to con-
nect more closel§ with the community. There was vecy likely a latent
reciprocity motive here: by serving the community, the college would be
supported by community members who might then send their children to
Arcadia State, help out during fimancial crises and go to bat for the
college on political issues (e.g., getting state-level approval for a
post-graduate pro@ram). The teacher ceiiter met this objective ini-
tially by providing meeting rooms for various community groups. There
was then a branching out in the third year to a community-based project
tc create a nature study area in the townshair (see 6.1.4. the "nature

studies” serial),

v. Braing about 1instructional change. Lessing said that on coming

to Arcadia State, he had sought to apply some of the ideas that were
current in the tExperimeantal Frogram. Goff had similar ambitions. As
shown earlier, the creat.on c¢f the teacher center qrew out of a child-
and materials-ce.itered asproach to classroom learning derived in large
part from the Expeiimental Program. OANverall, there were four prongs.

(1) Lessing sought to "work with teachers to become more facilitators

of learning rather than direct instructors.” (2) Part of that Ob- ,

jective had to do w:ith i1ndividualizing instruction. (3) Another\part

entailed allowing more self-direction by pupils. (4) A related objective

t
was that of integrating curricula, often by combining basic skrll

mastery with a substancive area (e.g., computations built around a se-
ries of experiments or observations, language arts tied 1nto a social
studies projectl).

This turned out to be a tall order. "It was hirder te do than 1

thought; 1 had to modifv that approach.”™ Arcadia had @ hiah number of
<

&nre "traditional”™ teachers and was an educationally conservative area.
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There were also larger classes to conténd with and a “"less fySt matic
preparation of teachers to do child-centered education. " In the early
rears of the teacher center, three devices were used to promote these B
objectives. First, pre-service teachers were taught "cstracegies" of
carrying on group and individual work, inguiry-based teachipg\qnd
diagnostic/clinical procedures for organizing basic skills. Hext,
teachers were 1nvited inte the center with their pupils for two weeks.
Fhis allowed the pre-service teachers an opportunity to do supervised,
Hands-on work. It also enabled rteachers to see these apprgadpes used
S.. therr o@n Purlls. At the same time, visiting teachers could browse
i the center for materials. )

The third device was possibly the most effective: the materials
tharselves. Many of tne kits involved ﬁimulatlon and other qamkng
toonpnigues. Others had built-in 1n:ea[ated curricula, as d:d some of
Lan teacher-made materials (activity Lenters). Few could be used easily

“idle-class instruction.  Many wgée designed for pup:il self-direction.
Pt was throua the materials that many of the Experimental Frogram ob-
ectives were best channeled. Quwéomcs analysis (see later) indicates
that ¢his strateuy'pald handsome rewards, especially since many of these
maiterrals were saperior to those accessible to teachers ... the
ar+a schools.,

A cavear 1s an order here. There 18 no evadence of a carefully
e BiTated tlan lor Chandding classroor 1ife 1n the area. The B

mt o4 blueprint,  Had there bheen such

W22} i, 1w uls Rave canyd tnrosin in the muilt:ple 1nterviews with
tearhers unir: the Center.  Tea-hors we e aware of and appreciated the
Do knew how Lo prck and choose

dere 1o roirenentative oxcerp .t fi1om the

ash whether she sees “he -~enter favering one orjenta-
N - L

- -
te SToAappraach. Fhe sags, "o, 1 odontt ceo that,
They have a really anag variety ot things over there.:
She also reminds me that rost of the new materials
ordered were rejuested by teachers, not bouaht tn but-
Tress one orientation.  She saq, ‘1 just don't feel

t

-

= nat othe center reflects any one mevemens. like the
Of.er Fducation movement.®
oana tnen about the S ledrning contera at.d theys
fie 22 a3 nhighl, pupsil-centered approach. She ans-
Q wers that the {irst time she saw them at the ceater
£]{U: she thought,” *that 1n the warld are they?' and that

{2
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the center staff 'were probably pushing them a bit.
But since I have gotten to work with them, I've found-
that there are a lot of things in them that are good.
I can also take some parts of them and rnot others.
It's not the kind of thing I could have kids doing
around the room. I'm still pretty structured.’'

2.2.3, Key Persons

As treated 1n detail in the preliminary section, the two key
acters were Don Lessing and Robert Goff, the chairman of the Education

and Psychology Department. Essentially, Goff backstopped Lessing by
providing administrative and financial help and by bringing in new
projects. The two worked closely tcgether.

In the second year, two more actors appeared on the scene

First, Gene, Nickerson moved his office from the eleﬁentary
section directly to the teacher center, and taught his-<ourses on;
reading out of the center. Then, a new staff mer r was hired, aliso

ucat{on

a reading specialist, and was assigned dirqgtfy to the center. Carla
Smetana hbecame essentially a deputy and c6ile§quc of Lessing's, woqéinq
with.both pre-service and in-service teachers dand offering summer wbrk-
shops 1n the teacher center program.

These cevents are significant at four levels. Farst, this meant
that the majority of elementary education staff was npw housed 1a the
teacher center. There were even plans to bkring in another staff mom-
ber 1n spec:al education.

Sccondly, the backgrounds of these two people were close to
Lessing's and well attuned to contacts with practitioners. . Both had
been rural clrmentary-~level teachers in the region. Smetana had been
enrolled oriqirally 1n the "non-degree program”™ 1n which the center
became active t fore joining the netwoerk.

Third, the appointment of Smetana was a good indicator »~f in-
stitutional prznrftxvs at Arcadii State,  Her ecademic qualifications
were below those of other candidates (no Ph.N, no acauesio publica-
tions, no focussed research activity). But her service qualifi©ations®
were impegceable,  She was observed and reported to be an effecty o
instructor and highly ski1llful counselor, i1dell for the one-on-~nhg
relationships promoted by the center. Apparently, the colleae pres:ident
had realfsimed to her the 1nstitutional commitment to service and out-

) . .
E Tceach which had, 1n {-ct, made her a stronqer candidate than others.

o o e !
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Finally, the center began to acquire a critical mass of staff,

includingy a versatile secretaryfdocumentalzst and work~study aid.s.

It was now more an establishment than a one-man operation. At the
same time, there was close collabo*ahion between the staff. It 1is

at this Junc*ure that informants began to talk about the “family®
atmosphere at the teacher center, to whzch Carla Smetana probahly
contributed the most. This had the effect of making each’ cohort of
teachers in training into a2 more cohesive, interpersonally bonded
Sunit, t also created an ambience thac in-service teachers liked,
especially when they sought advice from teacher center staff. Gradu- .
ally, the workshop and materials- ~horrow:ng funct*ans of the center
expanded intc a greater problem-solving mode. Teachcrs reported that
they might call in or come in to talk over a problem encountered in
the classroom or even in the:ir personal lives. Many of these teachers
had been former students at Avcadia State., More on this theme later.

2.2.4. Resources

Like the other iounding centers, Arcadia received approximately
$16,700.00 frcm the Gibb Foundation during each of 1ts first two years
of operation. Since many of the fixed costs were covered, the Arcadia

center got to spend mere on materials than did the obther centers. In
fact, almost all the funding made avatlable went for the purchase uf
materials and aquipment {(e.g., in the Uiird yrar, a portable video
camera). In this way, Arcadia was more privileged than centers starting
anew aard having v make i1nit:ial cutlays for 5 ff, materials or reatal
of facilities, '
The state college gave strong backin, to the center, possibly
the strongess “outside” fudd;nq of the nine “eacher centers. Facilities
were provided at the collegre, Some of the materials were bought from
library funds. Virtually all ﬁtsff salarirs were covered by the ole-
menatary education department, including work- study students and part
of secruetarial help. ,
E& In return, the teacher cent brought in funds through workehoo
enrollments, which averad®d 306 participants (sce later). Each cred:r
hour cost $L2 00: a typical workshop brought 2 creditsy  Teachers had
ta accumulaté 15 hours for contract renewsl every five years.
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‘ o funds were reguired of the participating schocl discrictel
' There wore in-xind services, such as release time for workshop pait1~
cipants and for delegates to éhe rolicy board, and free tranéportatzon
’ to the center. From the perspective of the surrounding rural school
districts, the center «was an unhoped-for treasure 1n a resource-poo”
envirorsent. hot only wore materials numerous and availahle, but ﬂény
had been orderecd vt meet the specifications of area teachers. This zense
nt yoytul disbelie! comes through in interviews. An illustration:
I yot things through the center 1 never could
have ordered meself, like, for example, things
1n constructive movement, The school systems

around here just don't have the money for that
...He ordercd everything 1 asked for. It's a
liutle like Santa Claus.

2.2.5% Events and rivities

Gver the first two years the center generated an activity format
which remained larqgely stable, hut was embroidered on, 1in the ensuing
WG Years. The farmat had the {ollowing parts: !

3., a one~-time workshopr serics for area teachers and residents

covering both generil topicn {e.3., China and 1ts schools) and classroom-
based topics (e.qg., using recycled materials :n the ‘classroom);

L. a3 one-week sumter work<shop series on selected topics, le.g.,
reading an the content areass), ussually with a {ollow-up requirement
involvying sume chanjes within the clussroom;

¢, o Gne-week workshop buoilt around desired changes in classroom

instruction.  Teachers would identify a projact theme, consult, then
borrow teacher center materials o carry 1¢ out, 4nd submit work samples
and evaluatinn data after rhe trial period,  This was, to judge from

'3 [P “
i ornants SO

-

e, an ctfeceive device tor following thrreoagh on ant-
tiatives whioch often 1n the pant had bern half-heartedly executed.

4. waisits bylares teachers and the.r classes for U osessions

dut in; which pre-serice gandidates carried on wnall-group work and
visiting teachers observed and browsed through tescher center material.
The claim mide 1n tedarhay centor roports ~ that "an ‘rowth ... was
requests from teachers for agsistance in noorporating these activities
and learning experiences in tivlr classroom routine - was well sup-
perted in ipbterviews with arsa teachers.
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€. dron-ins and materials-borrowing from the eVer-increaning

LeiGurie bana, which congtituted the prirmary in-service acti.at ;e of

£. special projects, such an the water 41sers.or progecy, wn

J
special education project and, later, prajects carr.ed ouv oin el s-
b
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ACULV L i, terg owiere far less tne “maddlerant or OrGuns L that
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secHndar~ieinl Ceachers were muautiple users, 1.e., came for at least

two aCtiviv..n. Ght percentaides were tooincrease the following year 5
(gome later;. Srere wat ajlfi™ A percentinn within the gtate colleqge

that this was a4 L.rnoessflul uenvire, hringing credit and visibility to
tne eonllege slo: ; witn sores finde through workshep enrollments.

There were alan tarcicbie andizatoers of practice changes, pescerved

LEartine IMLILIerenss and Capataty growtho orno the part nf area teachers,

The nranesTe onar-ien rare fror 3ogngecen:

A,  the antentive 71%1ts bt tne ceénter by teachers and pupils.
Corter staff reporved and anformants confirmed that these sessions nften
led trn teacner . obserzing, then trying out many of the technigques used
Ly interns. Teachers begar o report that they were doing mere arall-
Group wor4, usingg activity centers and simulations, individaalizing
math 1nst @Yo and using dLaqnoaivﬁ procedures fur reading and math.
Tr rjet av tne dpnamice of thenes cnanges stemgming from what was called
the “intern” projram, nere . an o illuatration from the freld notes:

Iire 1o Tell nf 109%%,, the enter had just st

ip v ospecializerd area for early childhood edu-
v iGrn gl walL arterested in having a {irst-agrade
clan. tryg at nat . The first-grade tepcher savs, 1
Yeofr vre rhegre of ar“tl'ntlrm. ug to {Lessina), Lut
I 0,18 har we oouuldn't rass readang,’

ot

wr.ole the anternn anrd C3ria Smetana were workinGg wWita
the rhildrern, 1 ran around the center gettaing all the
plegn 1 ornealdl.' Sne checyed oat materyals having to do
Wit o ant et , coenters, Leacher-made materials and pupal-
made proecte,. She algo took nores Gnosome of thn ac-

. tivities the interns Yiad used with her pupils. For
PLsr L, twn o sntern/ had cre.roef math games.. . The
childrer appeares! fe, ensoy 1t WMra, 4 ook it hank
Wit hieeg,

L. i he Gnesweck wary i, whanh 1edd tr, thee derggn, then ero-

cutiun o4 20

panr e e aned sy yrent ;s and

. e Mot eraal, whitie une Gfrern entagled goen of anditidual
WL, A AlL cmtandd Lear e arcl Lntegr atend Currar ala. p

Hany Of *heae Change s, ot wan repoited, sere connnlidated when

nter stafl helped with follow throughs vanating the teacher's classg,

advining g o roblems encoantered, suppeoting new materials,

Pract son amprovenents were waodely Clawmed o) informpynts, adminis-
trators and copter staff. Tnis will be handied an more detarl later

For now, note that reports centered on enrached curriculum offerings,




better diagnosiz of difficulties, more differentiated treatment of
pupile, higher levels of pupil motivation and higher achievement
levels.

Profcgn;oqﬁjﬁquycxtz changes came 1n two parte. First, teachers

tried out an activity of the center, then another, then became routine
ugers. The center gradually was built into their normal cycley of Lre-
paring the new oohon)l year, o lving instructional problemy and Loeck-
prling cesnureoe., for jppropriate goments.  Here 1o oan cLcerpt:

Lhe: says she was enrolled in g theater class re-
quaring (the deajgn of) a drama project. h fellow
participant came Lacy teo the school with a box of
plays from the teacher center. '1 realized how
much there was o I went in myee)f and saw' ... She
then enrolled 1n the gummer workehop program Ve
found cut we could uge that for recertification
credit' )., Mext ghe volunieered for the prstg-1n-
residence program, thinking ' that somoone eloe's
1dean might be as ugeful as my own' ... Sinte then,
snee fands hergelf coming over more often; she finds
neraels reeping more in tourh with the center pre-

’ nlqram theough the newsletters and her vigies tiere,
She han also sutarted to drog invo the center without
atiy speesiar ohjecrive, ' just to 1o0¥ aroonpd.’

The nernpd nars of cspa0,0y THANGN 18 IOLC ILNGVAL 160 CenY g o
"Wairtually all Lsgere ynvtergyeaed repo Y, aq one gagd, that “"the conter

Tatde me wart v vpe ooy 'J'j.r.’; stmethaing Sufferent Chan | ustally did,
Lgnt expoel to things 1 quenss | pever would have seten Y hervae "
Wher agved o, nogluate theege inputs, anformants spear uniformly and
tmmedyately of "ostending what 1 oean de,” "really maying chanern |
used to think abaat only,” "qetting o lur SYonaer o oarean '
wear noand really good an oarea 1'e strong in. "

Otten center use wat agsociatsd with fighting routine and pre-
fessional stagnation.  This will be treated more an odetairl later,
For now, note that Loth tearhlere and Aarca adminyntrators naw o thee
center not only as a recoaree Lank Lut alsa an oa soarce of ferea-
fessiunal revitalization. HAdmira ot rat org obrenaed Yha st
Below 1s an excerpt from an intersiew witn a county superintenpdent

Kight away I conld e the pousibilityan.
could the teachers ... There were a loty of
difflrent ways of doing things, like Lhosoe
actavity centera, It was really good for onur
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staff. A mind-opener. So many of them are,
wll, sort of older and they're repeating
the same thingg. This kind of rejuvenated
them.

- Finally, an emerqging outcome 1n the initial two years was the

increase of links between the center and other departments at Arcadia

State. In some instances this took the form of direct collaboration
between Lessing and other professors, ¢.q., the water diversion project
was done in tandem with a scirence professor, the speciaol edu0q€iégnpro—
gram with an 1ngtructor from that department. In other instances, the
center became a college-wide resource. A math professgor gave a work-
ghop in the one-time workshop series, then looked more closely at the
materials available in the center  and borrowed some for his own

course work. Courses in physical pducation, musi:, early childhood

and art were efther taught out of the center or relied on materials

gtocked there,

2.2.6q [Interorgenizational Dynamics

Connensun.  Counsengus wan sLrong altnsg Lhe three groups:
teacher center, state college and school districts.,  External funding
ade 1t sanier to vApand rapidly the ganut of activities without having
tu bdrgain for famdn from the state college and arca administrators
who might Otherwise have bLeen more reticent.  Also, the center’s caten
gion into an-nervice corresponded Lo a felt need.

Conflict. There were no conflict:s between the parties bheyond
Lhe barriers listed below. In part, the anitial years were seen ag
an ezperiment, watched cloaely but not contested by thone who hod
duubuyxbmn the centerorine.

fhirgaining.  Thene tnpues are handleda at length in Section 3. Briefly,

twi modal exchanges emerged early,.  First, arce sdmimstrators re-

ciprocated the virtually free aergicens and revources of the center

by qgrantineg releatse time and free tranoportation Lo teachers, Next,

the state (ollege covered some of the expenues (otaff salarien, no-

tably) and allowed admimiotratave flexibilivy to the center an return

for what 3t hoped would be o guccessful and vigible outreach activity.
Knowledge transfer.  Another topie treat ed in detail in Section 3, |

For now, note that the hutk of the knowledqge handled by the center
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O
was craft knowledge (ideas, experiences); more carefully

designed but not pecessarily scientific knowledge products such as
kits and manipulative math materials; and some theory-based concepts
and tools, such as diaénostic procedures in reading and math., As
noted earlier, the vehicle of knowledge transfer was primarjly
center staff.

2.2.7 Barriers

t

A short list is in order here: more detailed treatme;l is dgiven
in Bection 3. ' S .

1. Bkepticism within the state colleqge. According to informants,
some staff members in the psychology and education departments were
skeptical about the venture. There were concerns about overreaching
and about draining energies and regources from the pre-service training
function. Thp novelty of the teacher center operation also drew
criticism from what some informants called "the c¢ld guard, who, are
pretty much in control; thoy're raeluctant to accept anything different.”

ii. Initial dispersion. Some unmers felt that the c¢onter ‘had
trouble at first in deciding which areas to concantrate on., There was
a little "riding out in all directions at once."

ii4. Gaps in the resource bank. ‘Phe materials stocko.led in
the centor were alrwady voluminous but there were gaps. "For gxample,

they were weak in music and didn't have that much for secondary teachors."

iv., lLower participation of secondary-level teachers. This was
a chronic problem in the teacher center network. The reasons are mul-
tiple (soc ¥ktor) and only partially due to limitations of the centers
themselves., At Arcadia, the main problems were (a) the lack of appro-
priato materials, (b) the fact that the centor grow from aud wasn
staffed by elomentary education spocialists, and (c) the lesser nced
by secondary tecachers for a variety of materials within their aren of
specialization. Use among this public grew in the following yobru, in
part because Lessing “targeted " junfor high and high school teachers
and got them to order materials which they wouid horrow from the
conter.

-

In flection 3, we look at the full set of facilitating factors,
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* was personal rather than mediated (see below).

For now, facilitators are best handled as factors which contributed
to the successful introduction of the center in the area. This en-
tailed the accomplishment of the four following tasks:

"{. Get teachers to come to- the center. Once this happened,
sevaral informants reported,‘thay were "hooked” on the wealth of
materials and the conviviality of the center, and became regular
users. Hooking was facilitated by:

® Enerqgetic outreach. When ugers werb asked how they heard about
the.center, they usually mentioned a presentation or visit by center
staff. The center nowsletter also containéd invitations tc visit,
promising satisfaction, But most users stressed that initial contact

b yegogiating. The chiof device was to invite teachors to visit
the center during school time or part of school time. Area administra-
tors agréed to closing schools a half-hour early so staff could visit
the center. y

,./Sncial contacts. One &f several such devices was an elaborate
"prookfast® to which all area teachers weru invited at the conter.
Once thore, they were struck by the wealth and diveraity of the matex
rials. e

e Offering appealing services, Teachers were told that the conter
would purchase materials that area toachers would order, virtuelly on
a blank check basis, Such materials were thoen stocksd in and borrowed
from the center, which in turn led to further use.

1i. Got teachers to spond :}hp at the center. The first task
fagllitated the second, but did not}ensure it. Facilitators hore in-
cludad

@ Informality and comfort of the setting: the armchalirs, rugs,
munié, cozy corners, coffee and occasions for rolaxed professional talk;

e Perceived warmth and conviviality of the staflf; J

o Variaty of formats and programsg. )

iii. Show that center services golved local problems or im-
proved practice. This was done in soveral ways and roflects the
multiplicity of linking and procesa-helping roles. For example:
e Process-helping. This became an important leitmotif when

My
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users accounted foy their continued useé of the centeic. In particular,
center staff were perceived as supportive and as effective process
counselors. Two examples from the field notes:
User 6: She says, 'There aren't any barriers or masks in
there.' She goes on to say that the center staff
make teachers foel that 'not having what you want

or not knowing what you‘re looking for doesn't mean
that you're not o.k.*

Usor 11: It's reallv good with them, even if you don't under-
stand exactly what you're looking for when you come
in. They .can help you get clear about it and then

you can find {t.

® Solution-finding. Users stressed that center staft would typi-
cally (a) turn around a request, even a casuel one, very quickly ang
(b) come up with materials or contact numbors that answered most ro-
‘quostd satisfactorily.

O\Fnllow-ug. ‘Quite ofton, center staff would appear in ared schools
to seo bhat had boon done with materials checkedout or to see whether
a4 problem had boen satisfactorily resolved. This often led to another
cyclo ot process~-helping, resource-linking an solution~giving. '

¢ Matorills. vVirtually all usors said that the wealth and di-
veraity -of the centoy materials allowed them to enrich their curri-
culum, individualize instruction and diversify working arrangemonts,
Also, the soloction of materials was cleverly done, Many could boe
taken apart, configured, broken into hkmaller units, ‘thereby heightening
local adaptabiliry, '

iv. Get support for the center. From the school district side,
support was gained chlefly (a) through the response to requests and -
the success of teacher center programming, (b) through the ordering
of materials by aroa teachors, who then came to depend more on the
center, (c) through the growing commitment of delegates to the center's
policy board, and (d) through tho provision of rewards in the form of
continuing contract credits. On the stute college side, support came
initially (a) from the porcoived success of the venture and (b) from
the drawing i1n of college staff who found materials end facilitids

for improving their courses. % ‘
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2.3. OPERATIGN OF THE THREE RIVERguPBACRER CENTER, 1977-1979

2.3.1 Interorganizational Context and Main Bvents

As shown in the previous section, the start-up conditions for
tha Three Rivers Teacher Center were not auspicious. The district
administration had bepn favorable, but not actively so. The school
_ board was divided, expressing concerns about the gradual shift of

funds to full local financing after 5 years. Teachers were flattered
by the concern for their celf~defined professional development but
watchful of the univergity which it suspected of patronizing the pro~~
ject for its own ends. North Central University was the most active,
committed sponsor, but the college of education was anxious to give
over ¢Ontrol and initiative as soon as operationally possible. This
may have amounted to giving over control to agencies or individuals
who did not want to claim it. The genesis of the Three Rivers center,
in marked contrast to the Arcadia center, is characterized by (a) the
lack of a central agent carrying the project politically and opera-
tionally and (b) the large number of individuals or groups involved in
dec{;ion~making.

The events of the first two years turn around the difficulty of
firmly establishing the center in the THfee Rivers landscape. Leader-
ship was judged to be poor ~ for some, near-fatal. The center was
poorly lodged, first {n a classroom, then in the annex to the city
.library., Programming was generally'slack, as the coordinator waited
forr teacher-formulated needs which seldom came in operationalized form.
The first year was judged by one key informant as "not a successful
venture.” and by ancother as "a mess, and it didn't get better right
away.” The general consensus was that the second year was far more
successful thar the first, but still left the center. organizationally
unzonsolidated.

¢.3.2, Institutional Structure

Stoffing. The f{irst two years were plagued by turnover in per-
sonnel. The first coordinator left after the firét year. All in-
formants judged her performance to be unsuccessfui . The global por-
trait is that of a poorly-organized and over-extended head, who was

3.
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late on assignments, passive in programming (waiting for initiatives
xather than taking them), uncomfortable in an administrative role and
overly doctrinai in her commitment to teacher self-development. She,
was also poorly paid - as were future coordinators - and a single
parent. For the second year there were two co~coordinators - judged to
be a more satisfactory system - of which one resigneC at the end of
the year. The second co—coordxnator, Grace Bush,was a graduate teaching
assistant at the college of eduéatxon who took on effective leadershlp
in the two following years. N

Phys;cal plant. In its frrst-year report to the Gibb Foundation,
the' center was described as "informal, flexible, relaxed and cozy,"
occupying one large room (32' by 18') with 32°' of bookshelves. Al
though these facilities were reconfigured several times in these and:
ensuing years, they never appeared to be satisfactory. There was too
little space for stocking and displaying materials, for carrque on
more the- Qe activity, for combining social exchanges (informal talks
over ceffee) with more instrumental uses (drop-in, one-on-one counseling).
Space constraints appear to have severely limited the range of action
af the center throughout the four Years studied. As noted earlier,
Arcadia began *Wwith approximately three times as much space and was abhle
to extend its facilities as more materials were ordered.

Decision-nakxng structure. Fyrom informants' accounts, the local
policy boaré was more active and influential in the lnltlal years than
later. As an ocutgrowth of her ideology, the coordinator practlced powers
aqualization by referring even relatively minnr decisions to the policy
board and by delegating programming to the teacher representatives on
the board in consultation with the local "base.” The policy board had
\\‘apparently few experienced administrators, so that time was lost in
ibng discugsions and unrealistic proposals. Board members with such
experience decided to play a non-directive role in order to create

teacher ownershxp of the enterprise, but this appears not to have
worked. Teachers did, however, have the ma)orlty of votes, as was
the case at all centers in the network. The Three vaerqi:?ard con-
tained 8 teachers on its l3-person board, incliding teache

from special, vocational and parochtfal schools. !

delegates
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Interviews and analysis of teacher center reports and memos

§%ggest that the thrust of the Three Rivers center was slightly dif-
ferent from that of Arcadia. Four general objectives characterize the
—. first two years.

i. Acceleration of change. The emphasis is stronger here than
at Arcadia. Three of the formally articulated obiectives were:
® "put teachers 1n touch with fresh- learning resource.

— ) ® "support teaehers implementing new instructional directions
or scrategies,”

® "support active learnxng.
Other centers had similar objectives, but these tended to be either mere
muted or less prominent in the full set of institutional goals.
| ii. Peer exchange. There was a ééiong emphasis on *teachers helping %
and sharing with other teachers.“ Center programming featured "sharing u
evenings” between groups of teachers and the identification of skills
which teachers could pass on to one another. One conseguence of this
emphasis on peer exchange was to reduce the importance of the univer-
sity's role as a source of information and expertise.

-

iii. Teacher ownership. This was another prominent theme, more -
strongly voiced here than at Arcadia. Some of this stemmed from sus-
picions about the_university's intentions, some from the doctrine sur-
rounhing the teacher center mnvement throughout the country. Stronger
local ownership did emerge in the third and fourth years, but the
initial effects of this policy seemed to be negative. On the one hanaqg,
programming was given over to the teachers, who did not respond well at .
the start. On the other, policy board members began to'complain of :
"rabble~-rousing,”™ sharp criticism by teacher delegates of both the dis-
trict administration and the college of education, with no constructive

+ intention. -

7
[

iv. Teacher self-reflection. This had been a strong concern of
Paul Saganne, stemming from the NIE study described earlier. The notion )
that teachers "look systematically at their practice as researchers do" -
was apfzaling buc apparently vnworkable. Teacher self-defined needs )

X¥
teaded to be more short-term and practical, espccially for the elementary &

school teachers comprising the bulk of participants. .

L4
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. by convzncing district administrators and -school board.members to con- .

>

et

* covering those posts. The resource mix would become a more crucigl

I =

-

—

The'frontstage roles were played prominently by the first cc—

¢ ordinato:, Agnes Beking, and her two successors, Grace Bush and Raula
§gringet. But there were important backstage roles played by faculty
menbets at the college of education. Joseph Harrison had helped to
negotiate the center. He served for the first two -years on its policy
board, where he .appeared to play an important role in conipensating

- for the.lack of structure and-direction. Paul Saganne remained active
in the first two years, but worked also from behihd the scenes, e.g.,

ﬁ;, 2.3.4. RXey Persons R - [

' tinue their support'for the center when ‘some sentxment ran towards closing
it, by recruiting and,fundxng a "resource colleague® to help ocut, by
recruiting and backstoppxng Grace Bush during the .second year. The
disttict administrators, ‘Hal Jensen (now superintendent) and Peter Bla e,
responded to Saganne's requests to stay with the pro:ect.

2.3.5 Resources ~,

The breakdown of foundation funds for the center waé shown earl
During this period, when external funding was ‘at $15,000. QD-$16 000.
- the school district's contribution was approximately half this sum,

er.
0,

and was used for secretarial help and for maintenance and space. Re- .
. lease time was also given to policy board delegates. The college of -

education provided an equivalent amount, but contributed some additional
staff time and services which could be freed from other comnxtmen

- issue as of the third year, when foundation su_ port dropped marke 1y
with more of the slack to be picked up ;pcally.

. 2.3.6. Agtivities ™

The.;Enter states in its first-year repcct that the greategt da-
mand was for an "informal format in whlcﬁ teachers would lexsn hrough
discussion with a resource person (i.e., a workshop on learnyng/with
both sides of the brain) c¢r through learnxng~by~du1ng (e.g., 1 ing

:, math games)." ”here foilowed a list of some 15 workshnps, of which

onlyone seens %o be .otl.er than learning-L-v-doiny. ZXamples 7’#: growing
plants in the classroom, simple binding, duppetry, language bvberlencn
in teading. Taere wrre also sha'zng eveningys” built around thpzchers
“ping 1nforma1‘y. -
39
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The atterdance f£igures are higher than expected. One-time work-
shops drow 675 teachers and 88 drop-ins were logged. On-s:ite infor-
mants had elaimed that workshop attendance was poor und that there
were very few drop-ins., Apparently, the pool of potential districet
and county users, when multiplied by repeated 'se, could have reached
4,000, ,

Another noteworthy indicator: there—was apnarently no input from
the college of education during that year, apart from participation on
the center policy board by Dr. Harrison. Such inputs rose substan- .
tialiy when Grace Bush became co-coordinatour, indicating that boundary-
spanners can and will draw from both universes,

Attendance shot up during the second year, during which une key
important person sSays "there were lots of workshops and lots of
enthusiasm.” Astde from the debugging and change in .eadership, an-
other causal factor was that center ~fferings could now be used for
1n~service continuing centract credits and for post-graduate credits
at North Central (more on this below.}. “he stock of materials &’
grew, attracting notabiy more elementary-level users. During ‘taisg
and the following year, a diverse and apparently successful activaey
format was elaborated, consisting of:

e one~shot workshops, for the mast part on practice-
relevant topics such as geomretrie art, songs for -
the clasasroom, using the newspgaper in the classroom,
eLe.

® continusus workshops, sore of which W ¢ used for
aradueate~irvel credit at North Central University
{law fnar ean~ators, adclescent development):

@ Jrop-a1n oand marery 's lendsnag

@ muentings of lacal corinunity groups,

® “Lharin” evenings for specialized teaching units
e.1., speciral education teachers, mathematics teachers:

e display and ¢1 ~latwon 1n distract schools of
"acrivity ce:r ors” {integrated curriculum units with
supjestionsd ¢ 1 oan~classroom activities).
Tne secound-year lilgures are impressive. Totall.na an-service
courses, drop-ain meetings and non-credit ~orkshops, 2,200 teachers were

O
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lorged, many of them presumably repeaters, because the full number

Of teachers using the centér at least once is given as 225. It was

then calculated that this would account for about 50% of all dlStrlCt
teachers and 25% of all non-district (1.e., county, parochial) teachers.
The breakdown feor multiple use was as follows:

no. visits no. teachegs_
1 106
2-6 39
7plus 20
\\\

‘ Finally, a new role for the teacher center be§én\to emerge during
the second year: that of "middleman" for university events. The center
handled the registration for teachers taking courses at North Central
and organized some of the extension courses eligible for post-graduate

credits.

e,

2.3.7. Interorganizational Dynamics

Consensus. There were few serious conflicts in the initial years
(see belcw) and a loose consensus about the main thrust of the center
(brofessional develooment of teachers) and the distribution of power
(weighted toward the teachers, with dpproprlate inputs from the school
district and the state university). It was generally felt that were
the certer better managed, its goals could be attained.

There were, however, disagreements over that management, notablv
about the degrec of structure and the deferral of programming until
teachers took the initiative.

There was also some ambivalence over turf. One of the assumptions
Yehind what programming there was in the first year was that university
staff had less legitimacy in advlslng on sch»ool practice than did fel-
low teachers., In part, this was a defensive gesture: college of edu~
cation staff were perceived as aloof or arrogant, with their "superior
knowledge," but it turned out that this was largely a myth. leo
university people were listed in the "resource bank" as"educators, "
with the same status as other educators. But they were seldom called
upon. ’

There may have been a similar attitude toward teacher center staff,

who were not recognized as fellow quild members by teachers. When the

Q
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staff visited schools to assess needs, there was some embarrassment
on both sides. Center staff had the impressiocn of being perceived
as "spies.” The assumption here seems to be that the center could be

involved in training or brokering, but not in direct within-classroom
concerns, unless specifically invited.
Conflict. These were minor, and were quickly resolvzd, unless

they lay outside the purview of the teacher center. For example;

~

Parties to the conflict issue how resolved .

e tecachers and university university's presumed no such desire
desire to control acted on; teachers
center assuaged

® teachers and distract district policy and not resolved, lay

administrators management of teacher outside power of
affairs center

e teacher center and perception that tea- administratoxs

some school administra- cher center would take assured by district
tors over all in-service superintendgnts

e

Bargaining issues. These were latent issues in the initial yeﬂﬁﬁi

since each side was trving to take the measure of the other as t\ey -

collaborated to achieve a common goal. Also, these issues are imferred;
they did not appear to be explicit or even articulated by site informants.
Four such implicit exchanges can be inferred in the opening year:

i. Active teacher participation became contingent on rewards,
i.e., teachers would participate if center activities could be used as
credits toward contract recertification and post-graduate degrees.

ii. The university would be "allowed" intc the arrangement if it
accepted the superiority, or at least the equivalency, of craft know-_,v
ledge over more research-linégd knowledge.

iii. In exchange for a wider array of in-service offerings, the
district administration would cede effective control over in-service
(choice of instructors and topics, certification). ‘

iv. Teachers were given majority votes in all policy boards, in
return for which they would avoid militancy or partisan stances.

Knowledge transfer. This topic is handled later in detail. For

) the initial years, we note that predominantly craft knowledge was

exchanged, often for purposes of practice improvement. Much of it
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was communicated between peers, some from local experts housed in

specialized agencies (social welfare agencies) or in the state univer-
sity. Some knowledge was more technical and, to a degree, science-
based, e.g., workshops on adolescent development given by local psy-
chologists. The center itself acted as a broker, rather than as a
transmitter of knowledge inpucts.

2.3.8 Barriers

Several have already been mentioned. To recapitulate and provide
a fuller census:

e Lack of structure hampered programming and ongoing administration.

Poor facilities limited use.

)
® Poor leadership (passive, dispersed) diffused efforts.
)

Staff turnover hampered continuity and conveyed the impression
of an inherently unsuccessful venture. ‘

® Secondary-level teachers (as at the other centers) were less
frequent users.

¢ Centrifugal authority fragmented the decision~-making process.

® Low perceived homophily existed between teacher center staff and
area teachers.

® Exalted expectations for the Center, on the part of some active
teachers and some school bcard members, made these growing pains
harder to accept. The center may have been oversold, although
there is no clearcut guilty party.

® Lack of firm ownership kept the center marooned among the 3 parties.

2.3.9. Fracilitators

As the balance sheet was clearly negative after the first year and
moderately positive at the end of the second year, the list is shorter:

e Strong support from the college of education, notably from its

dean who saw the teacher center as an important personal commitment. His
interventions helped to gain the time needed to redress the situation.
® External funds which helped to view +he first years as experi-

mental, entailing little local sacrifice.

e Status enhancement for teachers and their principals, when the

peer exchange structure put some teachers in the role of workshop leaders.

® Accreditacion through center workshops. Several informants said

that using the center was the "quickest and easiest" way to get credits,

\)‘ . [ XA




since there were usually no papers, no exams and the possibility to

use one's own classroom as the locus of applicat:inn.
~ @ Administrative support, albeit lukewarm, helped the center to

weather the difficult period.
e Energetic and interpersonally skillful leadership emerged in

the second year.

ity




79

R R ——

3. THE PRESENT' CONFIGURATION

3.1. THE STATEWIDE TEACHER CENTER NETWORK, 1979-1981

*3.1.1. Main Events and Institutional Context

The marker events during the past year and a half were as follows:

® Addition in 1979-80 of five new centers, including consortium

of small rural schools in Midwest and in neighboring states:
® Planning of two additional centers for 1981-82 and, beyond

that, of two more centers, effectively blanketing the entire
state;

® Anticipation of a budget crisis which could #eaken the new

ceqters, dry up potential sources of funds (e.g., state educational
agéncy) and pPit centers against one another' in the competition
for limited resources:

L Bmerqence of a pipeline to the state education office, which

began to rely more heavily on the network to implement new
currlcula and statewide upgfgglng efforts for teachers;

of ‘Absence during 1980-81 of the chief architect of the network,
Paul Saganne, with few drasticd effects, so that the network

was perceived as having reached instituticnal maturity.

® Sizeable turnover of cocrdinators of existing centers.

These events are a mixed bag. ‘On the one hand, the network was
extendlng its scope, creating privileged contacts with the state
education offlce and surviving the absence of its chief officer.

Delegates reported with pride that the teacher centers were becoming

more visible; individually and as a network, ar that they were
+ seen as an ideal vehicle for statewide jip- service needs. On the other
hand, ‘funds for the transition from foundation to local monies were
lacking, personnel was unstable and there was the danger of intra-
network conflict over thediminishing resoﬁrce pool. When coordinators
met early in 1980, they spoke almost exclusively of their fin;ncial
concerns. These and the statewide policy and advisory board meetings
began to focus on lobbying strategies for obtaining state and federal
support. Ind1V1dual§_were assigned to contact the!governor s office, ’
influential leglslafbrs and state superintendents. As it was, the State-
wide advisory bo rd had three SEA senior administrators among its 34

members. The rollcy board had one SEA administrator on its 13-member
/
011
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3.1.2. Institutional Structure and Frocedure:s

The network doubled in size, from four to nine ¢enters. But there
is strong evidence that the new set was more fragile. Either a strong
initiator was not present locally or support from the school district
was lukewarm. Also, these centers received less foundation funding
than had the original four. Since local state colleges and school
districts were bracing for budget cuts, the timing of the new centers
was poor; they were perceived as future fiscal burdens durirg a
tight budgetary period. Some local administrators quéstioned the
"duplication" of training and documentation services already provided.

The overall coordination of the network remained fluid. Both
Paul Saganne and Brenda Buckley called themselves "statewide network
staff persons," but their roles were unclear. Saganne and the pre-
'sident of the policy board would confer by telephone prior to meetings.
Centers having problems would also call frequently into North Central
for advice or direct intervention. In the report to the Gibb Foundation
for 1979-80, the coordinating roles rfor network stafZ included not only
contacts between centers and the organization of statewide meetings, »

“but also providing a "link between the State education agency and the
centers" and "assist(ing) in writing proposals for funding."

As the state education office began to deal directly with the

~+ network, some fears were voiced oﬁ/ﬁgetting bureaucratized." A
recommendation by an SEA administrator on the advisory board that
the network have a full-time coordinatcr at the state capitol was
rejected energetically. It went against the ethos of decentralization
and non-formalization of procedures.

The formal functions of these state-level boards remained the same.

Essentially, they followed through on proposals made by individual
centers and oversaw the distribution of funds.

3.1.3. Changes in Objectives

For the most part, the initial objectives of the network as a
whole and of individual centers remained stable from the pioncering
years. The network was to be a "human resource exchange," helping
to value craft knowledge and to accelexate practice change. Teacher-
defined needs were to be paramount at local centers. Similarly, the
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network appeared to pursue jits latent or implicit institutional aims of
co-opting ¥-y educators across the state, increasing the impact of the
Experimental Program philosophy and keeping that movement intact.

But there were some shifts. First, local coordinators began to
report that they were doing less change-accelerating assistance and
more organization of large-scale workshops requested by teachérs, most
of them for recertification credit. Several coordinators complained
of being "sidetracked with workshops." Secondly, the networXk was
promoting a preferential status for the centers as carriers of new
state programs and staff development needs. Servicing local needs began
to take fewer engrgies but remained the chief thrust - in proportion to
arrangements for servicing state needs or state college programs,
both of which brought in revenues.

3.1.4. Key Persons and Relationships

At the netwcrk level, the two "staff persons," Saganne and Buckley,
remained the key actors. They oversaw network operations, intervened to
solve loccal problems, set the agendas and followed up on network
business; they also did periodic lobbying within the state education office
and within district offices connected to a local teacher center. Many
of these contacts linked former staff and graduates of the Experimental
Program,

Ir 1980-81, two names appeared wi.th greater reqularity. Harold
Fine and Peter Handlin were senior administrators in the state education
office and delegates to the network's decision-making boards. As the
network grew, its appeal as a vehicle for delivering state programs and
in-service requirements increased. As a result, more business was
done between the state and thc network via these two intermediaries.
They also helped to line up support when the network applied for state
and federal funding.

The role of Saganne and Buckley can be reconstructed in part
with the aid of the'following figure. Figure 3-1 shows the frequency
and location of communications among key actors in the network, during
one month. Responses for that month were gathered from the two network
staff, Saganne and Buckley: from the Three Rivers coordinator, Grace
Bush, and from three respondents at Arcadia State; Robert Goff, Don
Lessing and one of the delegates to the local and statewide policy boards.

Q
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Pigure 3-1

Prequeney and lLocation of Communicationé:Among

Key Persons in Teacher Center Network (1 Month)
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Legend:
PS:

Paul Saganne, Dean of North Central
College of Education

BB: Brenda Buckley, Network "Staff Person'
and North Central Professor ‘
GB: Grace Bush, Three Rivers Coordinator
DL: Don Lessing, Arcadia Coordinator
RG: Robert Goff, Arcadia State Departm%ft -
Chairman Yo
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We save for later detailed comments on contacts withir each
functional unit. For now, note that Saganne had the greatest number
of between-unit communications (17), most of them initiated by others.
The content of these contacts was instructive. He consulted with Grace
Bush at Three Rivers on how best to prepare for a crucial SChOOl board
building. She also asked him for help in finding a bigger facility for
the teacher center. Saganne discussed the agenda for an upcoming
state~level network meet’ing with Buckley. He contacted Lessing to
propose that Arcadia State get involved w1th an energy education
program sponsored by North Central (which Le951ng did), then trouble-
shot a looming conflict within the network over the terms of service of
delegates to the statewide policy board. 1In short, -Saganne solved
important problems and oversaw statewide network operations.

Buckley communicated outside North Central to the other teacher
center coordinators andsto the statewide policy board cha:rman on
logistics for the upcoming meeting. She also acted as a soundlng
board (talking over new 1peas for activity Egﬁ%ers) and a liaison

(North Central faculty input for workshops) for the Three Rivers Teacher
Center. ) ,

Internal communication at Arcadia was the most intense, notably
between Lessing and Goff, who (a) strategized on Lessing's request
for more space, (b) planned the summe- workshop series and (c¢) planned
the extension of the nature study area. JIn short, Goff was actively
involved not only in administration and budgeting but also in
programming at the Arcadia Teacher Center.

Finally, between-center communications wer . frequent, notablv
between the coordinators at Three Rivers and Arcadia (eight contacts).
It is notdworthy that Goff was activc in this between -center networking.
His four cofitacts with the Sunny Vale Center 1nvolvea spadework on a
collaborative praject.

Key actors also kept a weekly log for a month by tallying the
number of hours spent on various.fésks. The results are shown on
Table 3-1. The activity logs for Grace Bush at Three Rivers and Don
Lessing at Arcadia State will be treated later; for now, note the

prodigious activity in all categories of Lessing (total = 383 hours).

<
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Table 3-1

Statewide Staff

P.Saganne B. Buck-

(1 week?7

Local Coordinators
Arcadia

13 1/2

11

15

11

JO

10

10 1/2

[0

Following through on requests ;
by looking things up in
journals or elsewhere

Following through on requests
for expertise by consulting
other teachers

Following through on requests
for expertise by consulting
college of educaticn faculty

Following through on requests
for expertise by 3ooking up

' Following through on requests.

for information (books,

. articles, genl. informaticn
of subsiantive nature) by
consulting other teachers

Following throudh on requests
articles, genl. information

of substantive nature) by ™ |
consulting college of 1
|

84

Summary of Activity Logs over Cne Month for Key Persons in
State and Local Level Teacher Céfntefs

Activity

Attending statewide policy
or advisory meetings

Doing budget and recb}@-
keeping in relation to’
center/network

Following through on requests
for materials by consultlng
other teachers N

' Ny

Following through on requests
by consulting College of
education

in journals or elsewhele

for information (books,

education faculty

Following through on requests;

for information (books,
articles, genl. information
of substantive nature) by
looking things up in journal
or elsewhere




- Table 3-1 continued

Statewide Staff
P.Saganne B. Buck-

(1 week) ley
-1 1(20)
: ]
6
3
3
1
1

Local Coordinators

Three—

Rivers Arcadia_J
1 9 1/2
3 11 1/2

6 1/2 6 1/2

4 9
16 ) 6 1/2
6 1/2
7
4 2¢ 1/2
i 5
4
5
3 16
4 2
10 11
7
2 4 1/2

Activity

Contacting school officials
(local, state)

Helping to organize werkshop:
- substantive help
- logiétical help

Giying a workshop

Preparing an intervention
(workshop, talk, document,
meeting)

Scanning for expertise whicn
mrghct be useful for the
center

Contacting members of the
network

Helping to organize a
project or program

\
- substantive

- logistical help

Attending local pol:icy
board meestings

Attending a commission or
working group meeting

Working at center on future
programs?

Working at center on general
policy*
rd
Working at center on
administrative or organi-
zational matters*

Working at center on
relational/interpersonal
matters

Working at center on
financial matters




Table 3-1 continued

Statewide Staff
P. Saganne b.DBuck~
{1 week) ley

.

tfor key persons who are not coordinators, item was written "advising

a center...

Local Coordinators

Three
Rivers Arcadia
8
3 13
4 11

1y,

Activity

Visiting schools
Scanning for materials
which might be useful
for center

Reading journals




87

Recali-zﬁét\Saganne was a full-time dean at the college of
education. His log covered only one week, but he spent 13 hours on
teacher center business. The topics are worth notihg: they show his
’pivotal role in the network, in particular, his efforts to raise money
and support. He worked on the following tasks: v
® writing upsand conferring with state-level oificials on a
proposal for SEA funding of the teacher center network (6 hoursj;
e meeting with SEA officials, teacher center coordinators and
policy board delegates to map out the role of teacher centers
in state-sponsored in-service programs (3 hours);
advising the coordinator of one of the five new centers {1 hour);
meecting privately with stale officials delegated to the statewide
network boards, along with one county superintendent, to discuss
the teacher center network's proposal for federal funding (1 hour)
Buckley's time was spent predominantly in meetings and in handllng
ad hoc requests. Shc was active in the affairs of the local Three
Rivers center. She also spent time contactlng p$tate education officials
or hosting key State officials (SEA admlnlstrators, senior elective e
officials) at North Central 120 hours).
Another important feature assgciated with key actors in tﬁe
network is their instability. 1In the two years covered here, staff
departed or turned over at three of the four original centers. One €§
coordinator reasoned that "burn out is pretty high, I think, among
coordinators." This was attributed to the low salary, multiple demands, |
heavily interpersonal nature of most tasks and to coordinators'
frustration with thedisplacemen* of goals from one-on-one consultation
with teachers to the organization of large-scale workshops. Looking
to the future, one coordinator said,

“I'm not sure you can qget replacements of the
same calibre. And 1f thore's too much of it
(turnover), a lot of ¢ centers would just
disinter ten

3:L%. Resource Chanaes

Field work followed the fourth and part of the fifth year of
- teacher center network operaticns. The leiatmotif throughout was
resource scarcity. Ag mentioned earlier, coordinators' meetings

focussed on survival. Existing centers were worried about the transition

EKC 1i
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to local funding and new centers appeared to have rock-bottom budgets
for initial programming. Also, Paul Saganne was scrambling for state
and federal support which was, up to that point, elusive. Cutbacks
were being projected in district education budgets which were likely to
fall first on such activities as teacher centers which did not service
school-age children or even the full population of district teachers.
Finélly, even-if local fundiny for centers were found, the statewide
network 1tself needed funds for its meetings, special projacts and
publications.

The fourth year was crucial because Gibb Foundation support dcopped
sharply, from roughly 50% of total coverage to 25% (see section 2.1.4).
The origyinal centers received $4,200, the five new centers $9,000 each . |
Funding for statewide network activities was at $3,500. For 1981-82, -
foundation support for the four original centers dropped to a token
$1,000. The new centers received $8,000, but with no certainty of

external support beyond that year. These reduced levels of funding had

been anticipated from the outside, but the hoped-for replacement sources

had not materialized. External funds were also needed to start up

the two'projected centers and to plan for two more. ‘ |
Cutbacks elsewhere also affected netwQrk operations. Two of the 1

"resource colleagues" w§§g fundedrf/;m federal projects that were |

either elimininated or reduced. ) *
Or the other side of the ledger, there was either resource stability |

or slight increases from some quarters. To list these briefly: !

|

|

a. ' sate colleges helped to pick up the slack, often by providing

in-kind services, such a% facilities, secretarial help and purchase of
materials, which did not involve new budget outlays as much as plugging
the centers into regular college:support. As mentioned earlier, the
marriage between -teacher centers and state colleges had, come to be seen
as mutually beneficial. Workshop participants brouqht in funds to the
college and helped set up a more intensive - and renumeratlve - in-
service links between the state college and area schools. That three
of the original four centers in the network had become affiliated w1th
-~

state colleges or universities was viewed as an important source of

institutional survival. To quote D. Lessing:

11y
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I'm skeptical about whether all the centers

will be operating when the foundation money

is gone. The first four, yes, they'll be

= O.K. They can get enough from the local ‘
colleges they're affiliated with.

b. The state educational agencv began to contract directly with

the network for local services, usually connected to in-service training.
Two such projects (iniservice training for drama, music and dance and
for multi-age classroom teachers) were initiated in 1980-81.

c. In-kind services from local school districtd " (materials,

facilities, release’ time)remained stable, and.district funds kept up,

globally, with prior commitments. .
d. Cost-free workshops were prevalent in the network. Neither

Acollege-level workshop leaders nor teachers giving workshops asked

to be paid. They constituted the mainstay of center activities

In 1980-81, requests for fundlng from ‘the state and from the Gibb
Foundation were unsuccessful. .A fourth attempt at federal funding,
however, seemed to be on the road to success, perhaps with the assistance
of state educatlon officials through whom such funds ‘were to be channeled.
Rumor had it that the network was likely to get $400, 000,of its $500,000
request.
3.1.6. Teacher Center Network Activities

Activities are best handled at the level of 1nd1v1dual cengers

‘(see later). overall, the centers maintained a general format censisting

of one-time workshops, continuous workshops, Adrop-in serv1ces, con-
_fultations and local problem- solvirng and special projects. When state
Colleges were closely linked-tp centers, some work was also done with
pre—serv;ce students. 1In &ome centers (e.g.,_Three Rivers and Arcadia),
staff did much of the substantive work themselves. In others (e.qg.,
Sunny Vale, Savil), the coordinators acted as brokers dr middle fen by
matching requosts with sources of information and expektlse. Finally,
workshops leaders tended t» be local teachers, state gollege staff or-
specialists from one of the district serv1ces, e.g., a psychologist -
from a local community welfare service. |
Linkage between centers, along with their affiliation to the

network, led to common activities and sources of knowledge resources.

The local "resource bank" of local ard regional specialists was sent

~
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to the other centers. Some projects were run successfully in one center,

reported on during a coordinators' meeting, then tried out elsewhere.
Centers also collaborated on projects initiated by the SEA (e.g., in-
service training of multi-grade teachers) or other state agencies
(e.g., poets-in-the-schools project sponsored by the state Council on
the Arts).

The concern throughout was that of extending local opportunities
beyond what would have otherwise been available, and of doing it in
another key. District-level in-service was considered to be token,

not focussed on teacher-felt concerns and sometimes poorly led. The

draw on peer resources (other teachers) as well as community and state
college resources. There were some local critics, like the superintendent
at one of the new centers who said,

We're spending a 18t of money duplicating services
that are alrezady there. We're doing so much for in-
service, we don't need any more.

It was difficult to disarm such critics in a lean budgetary period.

One non~deliberate but effective device seemed to be that of playing

on local pride. Since eight other digtricts had sponsored teacher
centers, how could we refuse to offer similar services, especially when
there was initial funding from without?

3.1.7. Social and Interorganizational Dynamics

Cunsensus was strong among members and representatives of diverse .
interest groups participating in the statewide network. Network objectives
remained - perhaps deliberately - vague and generous; all parties found
their chief concerns addressed therein. Delegates agreed to temper their
local needs in the name of network-wide superordinate goals. As a result,
resources were equitably distributed, although there were clouds on the
horizon (see below). '

An important trend during these years was the growing link between
the state education agency and the network. After initial doubts, state
officials came to see the teacher centers as ideal conduits for dis-
semination.

Consensus was also facilitated b§ decentralization. HNo central
directives went from network staff to local centers. Coordinators
\fesisted attempts to "rationalize" the network by appointing permanent
[{U:aff. They also viewed the network decision-making boards as fairly

N 11
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straightforward rubber stamps for proposals they had worked out initially
among themselves.

Conflicts. The three issues raised during the first two years
(see section 2.1.6) continued to be the chief source of the few conflicts

registered in the network. Goal displacement from process consultation

to workshop organization plagued coordinators. who saw administration
as an unrewarding and distractive task. But they also saw that large-
scale workshops were what teachers were requesting and brought in funds.
The policy board affiliation had caused the first within-network crisis

in the fourth year, when delegates from one teacher center used their
experience and - perhaps 1llegitimaté - reelection to increase special
ﬁ?oject fundings for their district at the expenée of two others. The
dollar émounts were trivial, but the precédent escaped no one's notice.
wpen money was running out, statewide policy board members began in-
ewitably to make certain their local center was solvent. Informants were
aliéady dreading what would happen if federal funding came through.
The older centers had called for an equal distribution among all nine
centers. The newer and weaker centers had asked for preferential support.
There was continuing concern over the perception chat: the centers

were supplanting administrators in the conduct of in-service training.

This was especially true of principals. The problem was nog acute at
Arcadia, where there had been almost no local provisions prior to the
center.‘ Three Rivers appeared to turn the corner;’ principals were now
supporting the center more actively and turning to its resources for
their in-service neeéds. Elsewhere, however, there was consensus that

"a lot of the principals are against the center," as one coordinatot put
it.

Finally, some between-center competition began to emerge. Three
centers lay in a 60-mile radius of one another, and found themselves
recruiting through their newslietter the same, diminishing pool of in- -
service teachers. As enrollments also resulted in fees paid to
participating colleges, there was added pressure on the centers to draw
a large number of teachers. The same centers exchanging resource
banks and tips on successful activities were competing with one another.
There were some initial attempts to draw geographic boundaries, but they
were unsuccessful; tcachers continued to go either to the center connected
to the college at which they had done their pre-service work, or to the

O ter whose offerings were more appealing.
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Bargaining issues remained the same (see section 2.1.6). The

implicit agreement with the state education office was stronger now. On
the other hand, local districts were finding it harder to keep their

end of the deal. The knowledge resources being offered by teacher
centers became less valuable as other, higher priority items were
threatened by budget cuts.

Knowledge transfer is best handled at local levels. Ovevall,

earlier patterns - between-center exchanges of resource files and
Aromising ideasﬁbr projects, disseminatigp_of state-level programs -
centinued in later years. Linkage roles played by coordinators varied
from one center to another. A

3.1.8. Barriers .

As a loose confederation of local centers, bound\by a common
philosophy of teacher professional development, the state-level network
functioned well. For some, it was little more than a veﬁicle for
distril ating external funds and for getting together with fellow educators.
For others, it.served to influence state-level educational policy and to
accelerate local changes. For all parties, the only key obstacle was
that of resources. The hetwork needed funds to make up for foundation
monies in order to support local centers and to continue\as a forumuand
communications center.

At the level of locul teacher centers, a common set of problems
began to emerge:

e leadership problems. Coordinators complained @f role pverload,

low salaries and substantive undernourishment in comparison to admin-
istrative burdens. Turnover was high. Some felt that one or two c¢f the

new centers had weak coordrnators.

» pollcy and governance problems. The newer centers had trouble
carving out their territory, and \ere pncertain of where to put their
program emphasis. The sometimes cumbersdme governance structures did
not help. Support was weak in some of these centers from the school
district. .

e findncial problems. The older centers had some difficulties

moving over to local funding. Initial support levels for new centers
were very low. N

e clientele problems. No center was highly successfu;/in attracting

secondary level teachers.

EKC 115
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3.2.9. PFacilitators &

The same set as previously listed (see section 2.1.8) continued to
apply.

support from state authorities and (b) growing visibility of the centers

Two new items emerged: (a) stronger ' political and material

both locally and as members of a knowledge resource-rich network.

I
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.2, THE ARCADIA TEACHER CENTER, 1979-1981 >
2.

.2.1. Main Events and Institutional Context

No significant events marked the final 18-month period.of study,
nor did contextual properties change. Arcadia State remained a small
college in a small rural town, with a focus on service and outreach
rather than on academic excellence and prestige. There was/khowever,

a tightening budget squeeze within the college owing to decreasing
enrollments, as the birth rate declinea and families moved to larger
cities. Since the teacher center brought in funds for in-service
credits and helped brlng in educatdon majors,.lt received strong support.
This came in the form of increased space - almost a doubllng “of the

present footage -- and funds for a staff ass1stant. Also, the center.

‘enjoyed administrative flexibillty that facilitated authorizations,

switches of budget “line items, hiring of staff and large-scale ordering

o6f educational mat er1als.'
<
3.2.2. Instltutlonal Structures and Procedures

The institutional nestlng and operations of the center remained
the,same. Center staff had appointments to the Education and Psychology
Degartment, chaired by Robert Goff. Since that department had overall
responsibility for extendion activities at the college, this was a

logical ass1gnment. Up to.this point, the three s;aff members of the .

A

center operatlons did not. There was rapid expansion in virtually every

center were in the elementary education section of that department.

But if the structures remained constant, the size of teacher

sector -as rapid as the initial two years had been., This is especially

striking 1n .that ,the state, local region, and state college were ail

x4

exper1enc1ng cutbacks. Below 1s/a gquick inventory of areas of growth

&
betweers 1979 and 1981: .- ;
e program. New special projects were initiated and otkers —
planned: poets in thefschools, energy education, nature studies, “

nutrition, multi~age classrooms, gifted pupils. Existing programs were

expanded, e.g., eight summer workshops were given in 19807 (up from four)

and 13 planned for 1981; the nature study area spun off self-guidéng tours,
)

canoe trips, ‘cross~country skiiag and follow-up activities.
e 'space. In doubling its facilities, the center added a large
classroon and display area ;(40' by 20'), twoaad301n1ng classrooms foy

special education and phy31cal éaucatlon, a meetlng room (with rugs,

4

[}szndlrect lighting and armchairs) for nature stuvdy affd another for energy

A%
4 . >
1

'

~¢
—
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education, and a similarly furnished resource room for Indian studies. 4

There were even plans to move the entire psychology and education
department closer to the center. If this were done, the center would ' .

acquire still more space. There were.plans for extending the center to

include an art gallery for area pupils, teachers and residents. ' %
- \
® 'personnel. Gene Nickerson moved back to the main education

building, but he and others continued ,to teach their courses out of the
~center. 1In 1981, a professor from the.art department moved into the

center to join Lessing, Smetana and a -full-time scaff aSS1stant Joy
Willard. . .

® resources. The materials bank continued to grow, almost
.exponentially. A section of the main room’ was set aside for activity
centers, of which roughly 15-20 were created in the fall of 1980 by pre-
service students. People who had seen the center in its initial years
were struck dumb when they walked in. For example, during an 4nterview,
the director of recrultment of the rollege looked around, then said:

It-really amazes me what they put together here. A
few years ago this was just ar old empty basement. -
And every year there's more going on.

The center also began to acqulre_some expensive equipment; canoes,
20 pairs of cross-country skis, a video camera and recorder. X o
® membership. The number of participating school districts -
rose from six to eight, with mére requests pending. Membershfp
increased proportionally on the local DOllLV board. -

e ~availability. Hours were extended to include three evenings

1

and Saturday mornlng

3:2.3. Changes 1n¢mb3ect1ves

The basic set of program objectives, listed earlier (see section
2.2.2), remained constant, but there were some shifts of emphasis. Overall,
the center continued_éeeking

® to strengthen the pre-service program, -including the placement
of teachers; . ‘ -

.® to enrich the general culture of teachers. This cbjective went
underground in 1979~ 80 when the one-time workshop series was not given.
There were plans to reinstate the series the following year;

- ® to increase the provision &f local craft knowledge by increasing

the stock of materials and emphasizing hands-cn workshops As-Tarla

tna S@ld ' -t
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e

I really want to g' to the teachers something
they can use. I just don't want to give them
_ something that they'll write down.

e to create proiessional exchanges. This was built into the
physical setting, with its rugs, armchairs, magazines, coffee, infor-
mality. and staff conviviality." It was also a part of workshops.
Informante invariably stressed the importance of tHis objective. An

,illustraﬁion from the field notes: -

She says, 'Teachers really need to have this bit
' of time. when they can get together. When you come
N here, you can sit down and talk to people who are
doing the same thing.' The Centeg/éeems to be one
of the few:.places where teachers can doniduct a pro-
fessional conversation. It also appears to be an
informal meeting ground for teachers wjo were either
not tralned together or teach in different schools. LT

e to service the surrounding compunlty. This objective took on
jrore impottance. Aside from providing meeting space for conffiunity groups,
the center began to reach out more actively. The nature studies project
provided a community walking and skiing area. An art gallery planned
for 1981-82 would display local work. A proposed micro-processor
progect would service area farmers as weli as teachers. ’ ;
e to bring about instructional change along the lines 1ncorporated
in the Expeglmental Program philosophy.

A final, previously latent objeEtive“began tu emerge: that of
altering some of the instructional practices at Arcadia State. Initially,
center staff encouraged college persénnel to use the ceﬁter as a way cf
servicing the college or of gaining support for the center. There was
now a more active attémpt to nudge college instructors toward a more
hands-on, materials-centered course format, and to promote bress—
department teaming on special projects. -

3.2.4. Key Persons and Relationships

The cast of main characters remained constant in the succeeding
two years, with the exception of one departure (Gene Nickersor) and
one arrivel (Andrea Migros, from the art department), neither of whom
was core staff. Lessing, Smetana and Willard remained the mainstays
within the center and Goff provided administrative and financial help
from the department. As discussed earlier and as shown on the map of
communications relationships (sce Figqure 3-1), Goff and Lessing had
numerous contacts of a substancive, administrative and tactical nature.
There were also ongoing communications to the local policy board\ '

R\(ﬁelegates of whom two served on the statewide policy board.
A\)
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3.2.5. Resource Changes

In budgetary terms, 1979-80 was a swing year, during which external
funding dropped by some 60% to $6,000 from $16,000. The Three Rivers
center hadalmost gone under during this key passage, when the district
administration recommended that the center be deleted from the dls€r1ct

_budget. Thpre was apparently no such problem at Arcadia. The_state
college picked up the added $10,000 and prepared for the fifth and )
f%nal year of external funding, when an additional $4,000 would have to
be found from the state college budget. Goff handled the budget shifts
with apparent ease. .

‘The center was also acgu ng resources, as the materials bank grew
and more expensive equipment was purchased. In a resohrce—poor
educational environment, these knowledge resources were particularly
%aluable.. They far outstripped local p;ovisions and, in fact, dis-
couraged county administrarers from purchasing materials since the
‘center would provide them free of charge. . as¥one teacher pur it,

1 We're all coming in from small schools with
limited funds and we can't get the money to -
tuy cur own materials. What we get here is a
central storehouse of all the things that we
need. We can check them out and use them as .
we like.

3.2.6. Arcadia Teacher Center Activities

In the course of the two years under study, the cente;iexpanded“
its program formats, went after new cliente and tried to extend the
in-service functlon without sacrificing time or staff from the pre-
servite program This usually entailed 75-hour weeks on the part of
Lessing, and rearly equivalent amounts put in by Smetana, Willard and

' Goff. Both Smetena and Lessing held down full course loads, so that
the teacher c-nter constituted virtually another full- time job. 1In
addltlon, they appear to have done most of the remodeling of the center
(bu¢ld1ng cshelves, scrounging furniture, lovzrlng ceilings, setting

S

- up displays) with little help from college rvices.

Types of activities. The most useful way of cataloguing center
activities might be that of keying them\ to objectlves Expanding

*~ slightly on previous lists. (see sec io 2.2.2 and 3.2.3), the breakdown

can be shown as fcllows:

Q _Objective 1: strengthen the pre-service program
Eﬁ&é; - -Activities: stocking and lending materlals,

N
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(continued) :
-onc-day and two-week visits by area teachers
during which 1nterns worked with pupils while
their teachers observed and browsed.

Act i},' 1t L o8

Clbvrectave 2 enrich the general culture of area teachers

Activitios: one-time workshop series (not given in 1979-80)
TT77 7 with such topics as snake-charming, poetry,
vcoloq§//3ntcrpersonal communications;
, mass public periodicals in the center: National
Geoaraphic, Psychology Today, Time, etc.

4 Obrective 3: disseminate craft knowledge and enlarge instruction
repertolres ~

Activities: one-time workshops, e.g., on recycled materials;
7 summer workshops, e.q., on reading in the content areas,
~ nature -studies, working with gifted.pupils;
. . drop-ins and materials lending; k
speciral programs, e.q., poets in the classroom, nature
study, nutrition.

’ A short commentary is warranted here. This éategory agcounted for
the udreatest iaputs, particularly the grdering, displaying and lendihg
d7 matarials.  In 19?_9--@0f about 2,000 items were lent, rangirng from an

activity kit to an entire qgading series.‘ The "ideas" section of the
conter was also a frequéntly visited resource. A walelhrough of the
central resource room is civen in Appendix 1.

In its newsletter, the center played up its stock of instructional

matiiig s. Of the 10 issues analyzed between 1977 and 1980, the greatest

irviti~< teachers in to examine them: ,

Come. . . . make use of the center's many kits,
materials and other resources.

ache
d i3

T

"

s left the center with valuable materials
as for their classroom.

30

a
[t

_earnly 1ssues cf the newsletter, nearly half the segments dealt

w1ch the center's stYock of materials. This tapered off in 1979, then
ain in 1980. Of the total column inches in the 10 newsletters,

rences to materials acccunted for one-fourth (.36), considerably

than i1n newsletters from other centers. These trends are shown

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Figure 3-2 Column Inches Relating to Materials as a Proportion of
. Total Column Inches in the Center Newsletter over Three
Schooi Y¢ars
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There were two rodal times for Lorrowing nmaterials. First, when
teachers were to take u; a new topic cr agzivxﬁy in the coming few days
and galled or came irntn the center for sudaestions. What seemed .
partictlarly effective here was that the center,staff knew both &Q:\ /CA::: B
caller and the resource bark, so that the contacts turned into one-on-
one consultations. Secondly, when teachgxrs were planning a new or erciched
unit in the upcoming fall or spring guarter and contacted the center well
in advAnce. 1In both 1instances, requests often turnedlqround areas in
which teachers felt—ggggf either substantively or instruct.onally.

To judge from respondents' comments, the wealth and variety of .
materials were thé\center's stronTest drawing card. Two representative

excerpts : : e

e < \ e S
—ERIC "2 ~
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P She says that she doesn't need any contract credits
but that she's coming back (to the center) all the
same. 'I'm already looking forward to it. I'm very

enthusiastic about it. When you're there, you feel
like a little kid in a toy store. There are just so
many ideas and materials I get excited, and they
keep adding to them.'

You can see what material there is and how it can
be used. A lot of teaching is really providing
extra things for the kids. Here you can try things
out and see them, sc you're not wasting time or

\\ money ordering from catalogues.

OB}ective 4: create exchanges among teachers

Actiyities: summer workshops,
drop in

«

s

... A brief note here as well. The Arcadia center did not have "sharing
evenings" among teachers of a same grade-level or subject matter as

were held at Three Rivers. Ratﬁemq the organization &f the center and the
emphasis placed by center staff on informality, conviviality and

personal concern all encouraqed lateral communication during workshops
and drop-in. The center was also a "home" for cohorts of pre-service
teachers now dispersed throughtcout the region and keeping in touch via
visits to the center. Paradoxically, the newsletter features contacts
made in the center but not continuing links between teachers after

visvts to the center. There is little emphasis on networking among
teachers not directly mediated by the center; only four segments in the
ten 1ssues refer to between-teacher exchanges,

Objective 5: 1nvolve the community .

Activities: holding meetings of community groups at the center,
T 777777 nature study area; .
{propnsed) micro~-compulers for farmers;
art gallery for area residents

Objective 6: bring about instructional change

Activities: drop~in and materials lending;

T workshops: nature study, cenergy education;
activity centers:
one~day and two-week visits, durinag whi'ch interns
modeled new "strategies™ and techniques:
individual consultations for teachers and
administrators;
one-week practice improvement summer workshop

\‘l‘ l')‘
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This objective overlaps with #3. Most of the workshops entailed
the use of new matérials, the expansion of ongoing curriculum units
or the introduction of new ones. What these offerings had in common was
an attempt to individualize instruction, give more self-direction to
pupils, put the teacher in a more "facilitative" - and less directly
instructional - role and/or integrate curricula. Simply by virtue of »

using the center's materials, many teachers reported such changes in their
CIassroo$. But, as mentioned earlier, there were activity formats aimed
explicitly at facilitating practice change in these directions: the one-
week workshop during which a project was designed and carried through
when teachers returned to their classrooms; the integrated curricula
proposed in the activity centers housed in the main resource room, the
two-week visits by area teachers who observed new (tc them) diagnostic
and inquiry techniques, along with group and individualized instruction;
and the personal consultations. Another formula used in the one-day
visits allowed teachers to specify areas in which they wanted to see
materials used or techniques modeled. They would typically leave the )
center with these and other materials ~nllected during the visits. -

The two-week visits also helped teachers to get distance on thear
own work, which often led to instructional modifications. Several -
informants spoke of using the visits to "get some detachment" or "get

v

some perspective .on what I've been doing."

D. Lessing: They spend a lot of time thirkinc critically
about what they're doing with kids ard about what
they're really after. They don't get too many oppor-
tunities to get any distance on their work at the same
time that they're involved in teaching.

Objective 7: help with individual problem-soiving

Here again there is overlap with #3 &nd #6. Lessing and Smetana
spent considerable time helping teachers with problems going beyond
materials, such as discipline problems or poor relationships with pupllS!
and peers. Many, but not all of these requests came from former pre-
service students who -knew Lessing and Smetana from thesr intern period.
Here are two excerpts from field notes that point up both the class
of problems handled by teacher center staff and the procedures used for

problem-solving:

-~
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Sh;\::;k\workshops in math and reading, saying

that she also copied down ideas in other areas -
in which she felt weak. She also talked about her e
problems with Lessing and Smetana, which she says ~
many Arcadia State graduates do. 'You know the
people and you know what's there. It makes it easy
to come in . . . I feel a lot stronger now because
of Don (Lessing). He really helped me out with
getting things! .

She tells mc¢ an anecdote about a little girl in

her class who screamed whenever she was upset.

MisSs Xwent to Lessing ('I'm used to Don. I can go
easily and ask him things') then read some things

on social behavior which Lessing had suggested.

She resolved the problem by setting aside special
times in the day when she would work with this child
and by being very attentive when group activities
were going on. This solution came from Lessing and
the materials he recommended, but also from the pre-
cepts on individualization which Lessing had

taught her during pre-service training.

Objective 8: change instructional methods in college-level
instruction

Activities: materials lending;
special projects;
use of the centef for course instruction.

As mentioned earlier, this objective became stronger as the center
came to be on more solid institutional footing. Materials were bought,
equipment leased or bought and ne; rooms set up so that staff members
in the educathn dcpartment and in other depgrtments could teach out
of the center. \In so doing, they too relied more heavily on a hands-
on approach as Lessing himself had done. Through special programs,
Lessing and Goff also created cross-department teaching anda development
work with staff from phygical education, special education, science,
music, art and early childhood education.

One rough estimate of the relative frequency of events is
provided by tabulating listings from the newsletters. The breakdown

is the following:

Event type Proportion of Total
visif to the center .28

(with class)
Workshoyp .27

N Activfty linked to pre-
service training .20
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continued:
Event Type Proportion of Total
Conference .13 *
Special project .07
Meeting .03
Visit elsewhere(Canadian school) .01
Activity formats. Taking all activity types listed in the
newsletters over a three-year period, the durations vary as follows: .
{
Duration Proportion of Total
One-time visit
or workshop .60 .
One-two week -
activity . . - 20
Series or continuous
activity .12

. . —_—

Workshop + follow-up
activity .08

Frequencies tabulated from newsletters may not match actual frequencies.
In particular, the newsletter may have been a medium to reach a large
public for the larger-scale events, such as the one-time workshops.
Also, drop-~ins and materials lending are noé covered here. Taken at
face value, this distribution is not far from the pattern at other
teacher centers in the network, wi%h the exception of the workshop
pPlus follow-up which typified the Arcadia approach to practice change.

The one-shot workshop series was also a recruitment device.
Teachers came into the center, saw the wealth of materials, browsed
and possibly borrowed one or two items. hey then looked more closely
at future issues of the newsletter and enfolled in one of the one-week
summer’ workshops, then brought their pupils in for the two-week cycle.
This was a very common scenario in the interviews, ending with routine
use of the center on a yearly basis.

Anoéﬁer, possibly mofe meaningful way to look at multiple use
is to note heavy users' reasons for calling on the center. Here is
an illustration:

Let's see. 1 use the center as a resource for new
materials. 1It's a 'place to take my children for new
activities and experiences. It's a place to go for

help and to get information. . . . I use it to feel
I'm an O.K. teacher . . . It's a place I go for

’ professional exciianges with other teachers and with
the staff there. o
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o
Selection of activities was an interactive process, with the

initial impetus coming from center staff. To take the summer workshop
series as an illustration, the initial list seems to have come from
Lessing and Smetana after some informal Sgnsultation with area teachers.
These proposals were discussed by delegates to the local policy bo?rd, N
then discussed during faculty meetings at local schools. Delegates
brought back comments and counter-proposals and a final list was
drawn up. Looking over the 1979 topics - nature studies, energy
education, reading in the content areas, reading for the gifted - the
imprint of the center staff is strong. These are all areas in which
Lessing and Smetana have special skills and some commitment. As
Smetana said of the reading workshcp in content areas (with an appeal
to secondary-level teachers), "I really encourage this because I
thihk it's important."”
. " Workshop leaders. As mentioned earlier, Arcadia differs from the

other centers in that teacher center staff did most of the teaching .

and virtually all the direction of visits, special programs and drop-
ins.

Content analysis of the newsletters bears this out. Below is a
listing of workshop leaders - both one-time and week-long - expressed
as proportions of the total number of segments mentioning the name or

institutional affiliation of tie leader:

Table 3-2 Sources of Expertise for Workshops and Courses at Arcadia

Source ’ Proportion of Total

Teacher center staff . .45
Specialists from within the state .16
Arcadia state college staff i .06
Staff from other college/universities

in the state .06
Specialists in the immediate v.cinity

of the center .06
Specialists from outside the state .06
Local teachers (in one of the eight

districts belonging to the center) .04
Teachers from elsewhere in the teacher

center network .02
Teachers from outside the state .02

Q ) .
‘ uni ty staff from outside /
£]{U: College/university

the state < .02

1

-
v

1
- i




continued:

Source ) Proportion of Total
Teachers with specializations from
within the state .02
Teachers with specializations from
outside the state .02
Local teachers with specializations .00

The breakdown is instructive, although here again the listing in
the newsletters may not mirror the actual distrihution. Most expertise
is from within the state, the largest amount cohing from teacher center
staff. College and specialized instructérs Qutnumber teachers, who
act seldom as workshop leaders. The statewide network does not appear
to provide many workshop leaders, but this is hard to determine; leaders
from another college might have come through recommendations made by
other teacher center coordinators.

It is worth noting here that the newsletters mention few alternative
activities held at Arcadia State and virtually no other teacher center
activities (a Good Apple workshop at Sunny Vale is the only item in
ten issues). The state-wide network is mentioned infrequently (five seg-
ments), as is the local center; its governance or decisions are
mentioned only three times in the 10 issues. It may well be that the
local policy board delegates s¥rve this function better than media.

Attendance at teacher center activities continued to c¢climb. 1In é\\
its yearly report to the Gibb Foundation, the center lists 2,853f
participants and visitors, many of these repeaters. Lessing estimated
that about 75% of the teachers in member districts had used the center
at least once. Of these users 70% were primary school teachers and 30%
secondary-level teachers. Working again from this pool of 140 teacher-
users, Lessing guessed that two-thirds were "frequent or systematic"
users.

. The yearly report also contains a chart of materials, books
and learning packages checked out by month during the school year.
No other center reports on materials-lending, which points up the
particular focus of Arcadia. The total comes to 5,160, with peak
months {over 800 items borrowed) in June, September and October and
slack months (100-175 items) in December, April and May.

) 123 ,
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3.2.7. Interorganizational pynamics a

qponsensué. This phase appeared to be as relatively conflict-
free as the initial two years. There was strong goal congruence between
the parties constituting the teacher céfiter. Both district administrators
and teachers valued a materials-based, practice-focussed approach to-in-
service. Arcadia State defined itself on its logos as a "school of
personal service," meaning that it primarily trained future educators and
that it was oriented tcvard community welfare imprqguvement. The center
met strongly felt local needs and did it for virtually nothing.

Within the college, there seemed to be little friction. The
center had institutional legitimacy;. it operated out of a departmént which
had overall responsibility for extension activities. These activities
were increasingly viegg? as sources of funds and of continuing community
support. There began to emerge, however, some initial rumblings of
intra-coliege.dissent as the center extendeéd its space and programs into
areas other had laid claim to. For instance, there was, muted pr&Eést
from one @epartment over the energy education workshop given by non-
/’—\\sggcialisf staff - the first instance of domain dissensus registered
at the site.

Conflict. Table 3~ 3 shows the parties, issues, resolug}OQ§ and
effects of conflicts at the.Arcadia site. There were few, and nene
appeared to be major. Two 6f?the three conflicts had to do with inter-
insti*utional rivalry.: Arcadia State resented what it saw as a "power
grab" by North Central, which had adopted many of the Arcadia teacher
center formats, then offered post-graduate credits through extension
for in-service teachers. Arcadia State had no M.A. certification~apg..—
could not compete. Here, as elsewhere, the response by Goff and Lessiqg
was not to protest but rather to outperform competitors. Thus the
proposal 6f an M.A. degree program for elementary education at Arcadia

State. ,
Similarly, Arcadia found itself competing with three nearby teacher

centers - at Weston City, Three Rivers and Sunny Vale - for teacher
enrollments. There was an embryonic attempt at boundary-fixing, but

more energy was put into improving offerings at the7Arcadia center.

Both these conflicts show the ambivalent relationships among teacher
centers who shared ideas, projects and funds as partners in the state-wide

O stwork yet competed With one another for participants.
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Table 3-3 Conflict at Arcadia

7
- Y
4 t -
! &
PARTIES INVOLVED . ISSUE HOW RESOLVED EFFECTS
b ] > N
. + _
b Yithin the ,Network .
, N ’ )
Arcadia State and North Perception by Arcadia Left latent; Arcadia |{Planned Residual
Central University of unfair competition State proposes own Extension bitterness
for~resources graduate program of Arcadia at Arcadia
State pro-
) - grams

»

Arcadia and neighboring Coﬁpetition for pre- Tacit open compe- Stimulus to |Ambivalent
teacher centers service students and titor; initial at- improve of-  relation-
- for enrollment at tempt to demarcate ferings at ships
teacher center work- boundaries between Center
shops | ] centers
Between Iocal I0A partners e
«
None apparent j
Within College
Teacher center and other Emerging dissensus Not yet crystall- Sensiti- Perceived
departments over center's substan- ized . zation to as "envy"
tive expertise in need for
. non~education areas within-
o i college
i X diplomacy
Within school district v
None apparent T . \\‘\

2
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The final entry, within-college conflict, shows the darker side
of'succussful_institutional exparn.sion by one unit at the (perceived)

expense of another.

Bargaining and exchange issues. These issues were sketched out -earlier
*

(see section 2.2.6); they are shown in Table 3-4 in more detail. 1In
all cases, there was more a tacit, often fu~r~v agreement than a series
of codified exchanges. The first bargainfng issue points tu the -~
apparently asymmetric ~ reciprocity betweeﬁ county administrators and
the college, with the former getting a huge storehouse of knowledge
resources and f: ee consultatlon in return for little tangible payment.
But the coilege profits 1nd1rect3y by bringing in greater revenues,
expanding its portion of the potentially lucrative extension services
market a"d by shoring up political support in the area for future use.
Exchanges between tpe teacher center and area teachers were more
subtle. Multiplying ccontacts betweern pre-service and in-service teachers
helped with placement in a'very tight job market. Job placement in .

turn eased recruitment of new students. <Center personnel legitimated L

their areas of concern, activism or-:specialization by showing that policy

board delegates had approved Fhem, although these were, in fact, topics
in which area teachers had little expertise and wanteu more. Contract
recertification could be had through the center donveniently, without
major effort and in areas of real practical concern to teachers. Center
staff derived greater resources and expertise and enhanced their
institutional position within the college.

Finally, bargaining hetween, on the one hand the center and its
departiment chairman, and on the other, the college administfation, may
have been more out in thé open. Several informants (on both sides)
mentioned that the center had brought in revenues, attracted high
school seniors and enhanced the prestige of the college. The director
of recruitment was straightforward: '

This is one of our high points fcr showing high school
seniors around. We always bring them over here (to

the center) if they're undecided. They're very impressed..
They like the informality and the friendliness of the

staff and they see this incredible resource libwary and
they find out they'll 'be working directly with children
here...plus the low teacher-student ratio...If we get a
student who s interested in Arcadia State and some other
place, we'll bring him iere and nine times out of ten

he'll decide to come here.
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Tabie- -4

Partfes Involved

1
i

Teco Lr center and
schgol district
i

—_—

/
N

Bargaining~Exchange Issues at Arcadia

Exchange

Center provides free knowledge
resources in return for in-~
kind services(release time,
free transportation) from
district

Institutional
Consequences
College of
Education School Districts

Gets revenues from
in~service credits;
Greater focus on
extension activities;
Political support
from community

-

No obligation to pro-
vide in-service
training;

No obligation to pur-
chase expensive
materials

Teacher center and
area teachers

\

l. Center provides locus to
bring children, observe new
methods; in return, teachers
help with placement of pre-
service students

2. Center gets to intervene in
areas it considers important
(nature, study, energy, reading
in content areas); in return
teachers can order materials,
get personel consultations

3. Center provides certi- ’
fication in return for credit
fees, enrollments, enhancing
department's status

Increases competi-
tive advantage in
placement; .
Eases recruitment
of future teachers

~e

Growth in priority
areas, greater i
local impact

-
New so ce of rev-
enues

Gro g materials
base and expertise

T

Access to materials
and opportunities to
observe new practices

Wide choice of
*resourcesi

NMearby, extensive
facilities for
recertification

Teachgr center and
college

l. Teacher center brings in
extension revenues, strength-
ens recruitment of new stu-
dents: in return, collece
provides space, administra-
tive flexibility, coverage

of dalaries

2. Center provides materials,
facilities,equipment to other
college staff in return for
within-college support

Competitive advan-
tage over neighbor-
ing colleges/univer-
sities

Improved instruction+

al practice, lower
probability of con-
fliet -~ —
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Similarly, people who questioned the succesg/of the center or ths/
pre-service program were told that "they just have to take a good look
at the pre-registration figures" for freshmen. And in recounting his
negotiations over increased support for the center with the college
president, Robert Goff went through the list of bargaining points; the

" special program and the money they héve,brought'in, the service
oriencation of the center, stable recruitment of freshmen among a fast
dwindling pool, the innovative role of the center in its pre-service
formats, the emerging statewide reputation of the center, services
provided to other college staff through the center, etc. This usually had
the desired effect.

Finally, there was implicit reciprocity between center staff and .

other college staff who drew increasingly on the matefials, equipment
(e.g., video camera arnd recorder for playbacks in physical education) .
and the physical facilities of the center. These users were gracefully
coopted, that they not only repaid the center by supporting it in
intra—un;szsity haggling but also, to some degree, identified with it
as a resource for their own teaching.

Knowledge transfer. The role of the teacher center is best divided into

five somewhat overlapping categories: the types of knowledge mediated

by the center; the forms in which such information and expertise were

packaged; the validation basis; the uses tc which knowledge was put on

the part of school-based people and the various linking roles and

functions performed by center staff.

Knowledge types. Field notes and documents were initially coded

for seven global knowledge activity types. A breakdown of these types
by degr~a of frequency in the 10 newsletters is revealing:

Table 3-5 Frequency of Different Knowledge Types Underlying
Teacher Center Activity (from 10 Newsletter Issues)

Type Proportion of total segments
Craft knowledge .39
Ideas . .23
General Culture .19
Technical Expertise : .15
General Professional
Exchange .03
. o Research Knowledge .01 Kt
Eﬂgyginspiration .00

e 1
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Again, actual frequegcies across the different center activities may be‘
different than announcements of activities and reports about them. Also,
this table is more conceptually muddied than the following one. But the
general distribution shows the primacy ef—craft knowledge , {teacher-made
products, theories, techniques) over, say. research knowledge. The

one segment of rescggch‘knowledge related to a presentation by a ;becial
education professor. Ideas (activities thét might interest.pupils or
have been judged by other teachers as effective) were also knowledoe
item§ ﬁiayed up by the center. General culture refers to the one-.ime
workshops on energy, ecoloéy, Nazi Germany. Technical expertise
involved products or presentations given by recognized 'experts' in

a substantive field (e.g., children's writing, precision teaching).

Table 3‘§ takes a more conceptually rigorous loca at the_various
products and practices mediated by the Arcadia and Tpree Rivers Teacher
Centers and at their validation bases. The estimates, however, are less
precise. The table takes in the enti-e range of ser&cies performea by the
centers both for area schools and for the state college or univgrsity.

Looking first at the didtribution fer Arcadia, products and practices
that are commerci:l took the }1on's share. These were the kits, proto-
type materials ( integrated curriculum units) and media in which the
center was so rich. Some of these materials had keen more rigorously
designed and elaborated, with provisions for pre-testing and local
adaptations. They figure in the first column, along with the inputs
from the college staff (e.y., diagnostic batteries, strategies of
teaching) that reached an i.i-service public. Fewer knowledge inputs
came from teacher-made materials (10% of the total) and from teaching
methods and materials devised at the collegec (15%). Note that
differences between Arcadia and Three Rivers reside chiefly in the
proportios of home~grown products and practices, which reflects 1n
the Three Rivers program objective of emphasizing craft exchanges
between teachers. =

The second half of the table shows the bas:is on which the person
mediated activities (workshops, observations, consultations) were
based. Here, differences between the two centers are sharper. At
both centers the amount of research-based or scientific knowledge wés

low. This refers to data based on quantitative measurament, repeated:
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Table 3-6 Distribution of Forms and Validations Bases ¢f Knowledge Resource Transmitted
by the Arcadia and Thres Rivers Teacher Centers (% of Total Estimated)

) Knowledge PRODUCTS AND PRACTICES | __VALIDATION BASES
Resource T -
Base Research and Devealoped Commercially ! Home- Expert- Craft,
Development and Tested Developed grown Approved Consen-
lLocus Based at College sual
of Education Gri= " T0thur
versity |Spec-

ial- .
ists

ARCADIA 15% 15% 60% 10% ! 70% 15% 10%

THREE RIVERS 10% 10¢ © 35% 1 55% 20% 35% 40%

= |
i P S S N e DR
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scientific measures or re-evaluated evidence, such as the sociograms
and diagnostic batteries used during the visits of area teachers and
their class to the Arcadia center. At Three Rivers, the introduction
of the micro-computer (see later) was an example of a science-to-craft
process leading from the research focus of an unviersity-based
mathematics professor to widespread use by area teachers.

Because the Arcadia center was so closely tied to the college and
because the center's face-to-face activities were mediated heavily by
college staff, the proportion of university-based validation is higher
than at Three Rivers, where khe university played a far less prominent
role. However, these proportions are reversed in the next colgmn,
reflecting the recourse at Three Rivers to specialists in the community.
At Arcadia, these substantive specialists came often from outside the
region (e.g., workshops on precision teaching and children's writing).
Finally, there was less .practitioner—validated knowledge being
circulated at Arcadia than at Three Rivers, where teacher -led workshops
and "sharing" sessions between practitioners were a core component of
the teacher center program.

Knowledge use. Table 3-7 shows the distribution of uses to which

knowledge resources were put by participants at the two teacher centers.
In both cases, the practical dominates the theoretical or reflective.
Both centers focussed on problem-solving and enrichment of current
practices, notably in the provision of workshops or projects allowing
tecachers to become stronger in weak areas. Arcadia was more active in
teacher problem-solving through its consultation mechanisms and

sllqﬁtly more focussed on accelerating in instfuctional practice changes

among 1ts population of teachers.
Table 3-7 Usn of Knewledye Resources by Teacher Center Parcicipants

Y at Arcad and Three Rivers (Estimated $ of Total)
Types of uge L Arcaula Three Rivers
General knowledge 5% 5%
General personal,

professional frowth 10. 10¢%
Improved understanding . Y
of work situation 10+ 109
Solving particular problens

or class of problems 257 15%
Reinforcing existing

riTtices 25¢% 40%

25% 20%

PRt
¢
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Linkage roles and functions. A final way to examine the knowledge

process at the centers 1s by cataloguing the roles performed by teacher
center personéél in linking users to knowledge resources. Coordinators
played otherboundary~spanning roles than those surrounding center services.
For example, they carried on or facilitated negotiations between the
/schobl district and Cpllegé of Education by virtue of having one foot‘in ’
" each universe.
A catalogue o% llhkage functions, t~~ether with estimates of levels
of investment and pencewved success for Arcadia is shown in Table 3-8 .
What leaps out is the difference in relative investments made by the
center staff in Fpé college and }n the school district. The college was
clearly on the dglivering end of the knowledge transfer process and the
school districts on the receiving end. But the fact that college staff
outside the Arcadia center was even a,periodic target public is
significant. Almost none of the comparable functions were performed for
the un’ 'ersity by the Three Rivers center staff (see later),where the center
was both physically and institutionally distal from the College ofy
Educa€Z6n. It was called on for very marginal tasks, e.g., advising
' college st.ff on the best format for a new program directed at teachers,
providing some additional resource materials for coursework.
Looking at the second groupof columns, functions performed for the
school district public .were heavy in most categories. The fact that
the Arcadia center was fcremost a materials bank explains the heavy
emphasis on resource trarsforming and delivery. The hands-on, cpange~
accelerating foci of the center account for.the prominence of the * |
implementation‘helping role. The direct tra%gizy function, performed
by Lessing and Smetana, rotably in the:summer workshop series, waghm

also central. Much of the center's success, in fact, may have stemmed

from the multiplicity of linkage roles performed by its staff. Not

only was center staff_versatile, but it also performed multiple functions
for the same set of area teachers who borrowed materials, attended
workshops, consulted with Lessing and Smetana, and brought their pupils

-in to observe new p actices performed by teacher interns, etc. As teachers

used the center for these multiple purposes, they (a) treated the center
L ]
as a core part of their yearly professional activity and (b) engaged more

consequentially in practice changes.

) .
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Table 3-8 Linkage Functions of Boundary Personnel:

4

P

Functions

*~
X

Arcadia

UNIVERSITY AS USER

Investnent Sy

linker

Perceived success

(users' judgment)

\,

\

SCHOOL DISTRICT/TEACHERS:

AS USERS
Investment by

linker

Perceived
success

1.

Resource transforming for
potential users (packaging,
synthesizing,making easily
available and usable

Moderate

++

Heavy ++

Resource delivery: search-
ing,retrieving based on
user needs; passing on,
informing, explaining

Minor

Heavy ++

Solution giving:advising,
encourag.ing adoption of
idea, product as a
solution to user pro-
blem

Minor

++

Moderate~ ' ++
Heavy

Implementation helping:
supporting user's efforts
to build knowledge into
ongoing operations

[

Minor

Heavy . ++

Process helping: listen-
ing, encouraging, talk-
ing through problemg_

Minor

Moderate +4+

Direct- training:giving
workshops, classes, )
courses. /

Heavy ++

Investment
Heavy ++
Moderate +

@ ‘nor V]
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Th;t all these functions were performed essentially by three
people (Lessing, Smetana and Willard, the documentalist) attests to the
time commitments involved. Looking back at Table 3-1, from which the -
/ linkage function estimates wera partially made, the total number of
hours (383) for one month reported by Lessing has to be an exaggeratlon.
But on-site observations and interviews with other reqpondents suggest
that something like 42 hours a week (168 hours per month} was a reasonable
estimate for Lessing and Smetana. Remember that this is in addition to
coursework for.pre-service teachers. About one-third of that time
involved following through resource searching fo¢ users that make up
the first five categories of the linkage functions table. Workshops
and special programs would also come under these categories and
accognted for 17% of the monthly total. Direct training, heaviest
in the summer months, was low (4%) in the month during which activities
were logged (Octcber). )
That the evaluations made by users were so positive 1s best
discussed in the sgction on outcomes (see later). This is clearly an
exceptional case. Note for now that the Three Rivers data are also
positive but far less extreme.
3.2.8. Barriers
Of the four barriers appearing during the first two years
(see section 2.2.7), three were correctéd in the following period.
Skepticism on the part of state college staff declined pfecibitously
as teacher center activities mushroomed, participation grew and college
staff became themselves users or sources of expertise for the center.
5 Partially as the result of the center's expansion,la new problem

begyan to emerge, domain dissensus. As mentioned earlier (see section

2.2.6, under "conflicts"), other departments began to monitor more '
closely the trespassing of center staff on substantive territories
claimed by the science or social studies or math departments. The
strategy adopted by Lessing and Goff, and which was largely successful,
consisted in coopting college staff by providing services for them at

the cepterlor by assoq;ating them with workshoés and special projects.

Problems of initial dispersion were resolved as center staff

evaluated their activities. The center did not appear to reduce
its format, with the exception of the one-time workshop series, but
rather to reinforce existing workshops, program and resources. In

rtually all cases, first-year activities were continued during the
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third and fourth years, but each was more elaborate. Clearly, this
could not have been done without the heavy time investments on the
part of center staff which are reflected in the activity logs.

Gaps in the resource bank were progressively filled, but re-

mained slightly wider for the secondary school public, whose lower

]
participation remained a problem. Informants came up with a variety

of explanations:

Secondary teachers just don't think the center \\\
is geared to them....there aren't enough materials AN
for them yet....they don't need a lot of materials;: >
their textbooks and manuals are pretty comprehen-

sive...they move around the state more than primary
teachers....they don't get together very much

petween themselves. If a primary school teacher

comes back and says, 'Hey, I saw some good math stuff

at the center,'a lot of teachers will be interested,

but there's maybe only one or two other math

teachers at the secondary schools.

There is evidence that the center was aggressive in seeking to attract
secondary-level teachers by inviting them to order materials, by
organizing workshops aimed at the post-primary level (e.é., on reading

in the content areas) and by personal contacts. 3
3.2.9. Facilitdtors .

In section 2.2.8 we looked at the set of factors facilitating
the implantation of the teacher center at Arcadia. In treating the
later years, facilitators are more important in the ways in which they
contribute to outcomes, both intermediate (e.g., budget increases) '
and ultimate (e,g., practice improvement, institutionalization of the
center). Becausé so many of these factors are interrelated and
contribute to several outcomes, facilitators are best studied in the more
complex causal network (see section 6) drawn for Arcadia. The network
tries to identify the key antecedent and intervening variables, then
chain them to the core set of outcomes identified in the study.

For now, we shall take up a smaller set of facilitating factors,
those identified by site informants. This excludes analysts' recommen-
dation and highlights the more phenomenologically salient factors which
informants came up with when asked to explain why they felt the center was
successful, why they used it or what they liked about it. These factors
are showrn on Table 3-9, which lists the factors mentioned, and translates

Jhem into the intervening and outcome variable labels ysed on the causal
|Ctwork.

IToxt Provided by ERI

_ 144




y!

.
\

Table 3-9 Facilitating Factors Mentioned by Respondents and Their Institutional Effects:

’ Arcadia Site

\

'Locui and item

Variable label and number
(from causal network)

Institutional effects
(from carvsal network)

\

Characteristics of college

small scale and rapidity
of decision-making

scale of site (4)

i

extension of craft-usable resource
base {18) ,

greater variety of activities
perception of center responsive-
ness to user needs (24a)

(17)

priority of service
objective

university service
centrality (5)

increased coordinator energy (19)
strong university support (32)

staff background charac-
teristics

i

goal congruence(1ll)
univ. service capacity(5)

more university support (32)
more intra-university links (43)

Characteristics of teacher
center staff

practical focus

coordinator homophily (7)
coordinator ideology (6)
perceived responsive-
ness (24a)

more extensive use by teachers (24)
perceived centrality of center to
core teaching functions (29)
perception of practice improvement(51)

famili§rity with resource
bgse

perceived responsiveness
(24a)
coordinator homophily (7)

more extensive use (24)
perception of areater professional
capacity (30) ¢

personalism, warmth,
affective closeness

coordinator ideology(6)

inégﬁ@géiggy intimacy of

stronger teacher support (28)
greater practice improvement (51}

Teacher center operations and

facilities

materials bank

craft~usable resource

base (18)

(low) access to alternative
knowiedge resources (14)

more extensive use (24)-
greater degree of teacher dependency

on center (26)
149
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Table 3~9 continued:

Locus and item

Variahle label and number
(from causai retwork)

Institutional effects
(from cAausal network)

rewards for participation

perceived school
benefits (16)

center seen as institutional
priority by schoels (44)"

more extensive use (24) ~-—— ___

-
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The small scale of the site was an important causal variable.

Basically, it contributed to multiple college-school district contacts

and to the commitmenc to Iocal w.rvice on the part of the college.

Bug e;pondents yithin the college, notably teacher center staff,

tended to emphasize thé smallness of scale of the college itself as

a facilitator for programming and operat.ons. Requests and authorizations
were turned around rapidly, of%en with one or two phone calls. The

authorization procéss for assigning and refurbishing e” hasement space

[to set up activities. That's really connected
to the philosophy of the place...You might get
(t ~acher) centers like this one at the big )
- universities, but it'd be mostly window-dressing. : .
There wouldn't ke much going on.

D. Lessing: vyou'd have more trouble starting

up and getting support for a teacher center in .
. a college that puts a big emphasis on pub-

lishing and research. I don‘t have that problem.

T don't have that pressure here.

\\\As a result the 1nst1tut10nal\&fgitimacy of such a service/outreach

th rprise as the teacher center was assured and there was little role

in-service work without having to meet other institutional agenda and with

the expectation of receiving institutional rewards for services rendered

’ strain for center staff who could channel their energies into hands-on,
. .
|
! to practitioners.

|
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in the ad main building (see the "new room" serial i igction 5}‘ .
. o 4
was completed in two weeks:y” -
" D. Lessing: Basically it just took a few c#lls.
But if we'd been in one of the state univensities,
it would have taken a good year of committee {
meetings and administirative memos.
. - . - \—-
The effect of rapid authorization was an extension lof the center's
resource base, a further variation in activities and gatisfaction by
users who perceived the center's extension of its meetling space and
displays as a-respcnse to their requests.
Several informants at Arcadia State underlined the priority of
service objectives at the college and the resulting colllege support. for
the center. Below are two representative excerpts: .
_ Math professor: We call curselves 'a school
| personal service' 2and the president really pushes
that...There's no pressure to publish. 1If -
there's any pressure at all, it's to do service, A




" at all.

The relative homogeneity of staff characteristics at Arcadia was
often evoked. The majority of staff -members had been former teachers.

This }Qsii;;ated communication among them and made outreach and service
to local sSthools an institutionally congruent objective. Here is an

excerpt from an interview with a professor of mathematics at Arcadia
State that captures the dynamics of background homogeneity:

The first thing that entered nmy mind (when 1

first saw the center) was a vision of a whole row

of micro-computers back 2gainst the wall in the

main room that school teachers and children could
e .use.. But if I hadn't been an educaten, 1 pro- -/ ;
/ bably wouldn't have thought of that kind of thing

Teacher center staff characteristics Kave been catalogued earlier.

To review briefly, respondents. often stressed the g;&ctical focus of
. AN

center staff. An illustration: .

, Those people who run the center are a key to its
success. They help you a lot. They're down to
edapth; they know what teachers want and they can
get it. And they have a lot of ideas.

That center staff had themselves been teachegg'and were committed to
helping other teachers solve instructional problems was often given as
an explanation. To high homophily and teacher-centered ideoloay was
added thelperceptlon that center staff turned around reguests, evén the

most arcane, rapidly and effectively. This led to greater use of the

center by teachers as a ccre and rcutine part of their professional
activity. Some 1nformants said that the practical focus of center

staff had helped tangibly to i1mprove classroom practices.

‘A related 1tem was the center staff's farmiliarity with the resource
base on 1ts facilities. The matc:ials were voluminous and covered dozens

of subject matters, but teachers reported that most requests or problems

were handled rapidly by center staff members pulling out what turned

out tc be an appropriate document or kit from a mass of mater:als on the

same subject. One user said,

They really know what they've got .. there.
And that really cuts down the time have to search

around. It would take weeks or I' ust stop

trying to f1:id what I wanted 1f the center wasn't ~,

there. » -
This factor should be underlined. ‘like mose staff 1n resource librr-ies,

tie Arcadia center ctaf!{ appeared to have substantiwe rmastery of 1ts

T:Rjkj:ial and an 1ntultive sense of what *was likely to appeal to {heh
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person making the request. This turnhed a general referral function

Into & consultative session during whach Lessing, Smetana or Willacd
vorhed rapicly through a cycle of diagnosing needs. suggesting solutions,
then reinforcing those solutions with additional materials. Users
chainad this sericing capacity to ‘heir own more extensive use of the
center and to a perception of having coms away each time with practice-
enriching tools or products.

The inturpersonal closeness of the center has been alluded to

elsowhere. It 1s difficult to unpack empirically. Some of it was
present in the physical environment: the rugs, lamps, armchairs, murals,
coffec, music. Other informants stressed the cordiality of center

stalf and ease of access to them:

People around here feecl welcome 1f they come 1in.
There's an open door pnlicy in here and they feal
1t....vWhen you call 1n, you don't have to run
through secretaries to get Don or Carla; they'll
usually .answer the phone themselves.

Foor former pre-service students, the center was 2 sort of home base
to which they came reqularly, for advice and nurturance. Others insisted

o1 what they called "professionalism” ("1 come as 2 professional to
-

proteosionels™y or carina” ("They really care about you"); one teacher
from out 0! ttete was wverwhelimed ("1 cried right there”) when she
came ra the Crntel aftoer o threo-voar sLsence, hévan only been there
oree an the pact for e Lomeer workshots:

I oaures taey wouldn't even remomber who 1 owas

Lut they called me righe off by my first name

and werse really hoppy tn 500 mo,

Thae trich here was that 2f servicing some 500 penple yearly with

WO Rosr, e b ol Lrograr whinle - o111 artendina te anterperssonal consi-

gt st o, T 1t pn iovend tear tne eoor.e of the teacher center lay

hoeto B
L Goea e Phat owe Dave ot auRked hamoabour

thi & 0 cepertant aunpect i the centero...

fr ' fthes attective thipnas feteentthe stalt,
the ipre-nereace; atudents and the teachers.
Theres* . 4 bond, 2 real.ly wars teoling. That's
reall, Wit counte, Aad rt o explains why 2 lot
af v N oo havk and gse the center... 1 feeld
stron by abowt attachient to all thuse penplaoo..

. s N vy e g
That ' whyt hedd s eveergtining vaetfer,
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This characteristic was ecpecially prominent when teachers called or
came in with problems. They felt at ease in admitting failures or
shortcom:ings and usually came away with solutions that proved helpful.
Part of that success had to do with follow-up on the part of teacher
staff, who wodld "checL in" a few weekS later to see what was happening.

T wealth of the matnr}@ls tank at the center was usually the

first 1tem montioned by an 1nformant as accounting for his/her use
of the center. That the surrounding environment had few such resources
rrade the center more valued and resulted.in ext@nsive use.

Finally, many users said that, at lecst in the beginning, they
wouiﬂ not have come to workj:ppé\cr special projects if there had been

no rewards for particjpafion. Participation ﬁed to contract recer-
"1fication credits, wl.ich in turn "&tlowed you to move across the pay‘

scale.” But initial use of the center for workshops appears in most
1instances tn have led t& further use b*lng'ng no extrinsic rewards,

an part*cular‘yme of tne resource bank.
x 4
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3.3, THREE RIVERS TEACHER CENTER, 1979-1981 '

3.3.1. Main Events and Institutional Context

The situation improved measurably in the third year. Grace Bush
moved into & stronger leadérship role and showed herself ta be energetic
and interpersonéiry skillful. She increased ties between the teacher
center and staff at the college of education, in particular, members of
the elementary education department.‘ In this and the following year,

a diverse and rela;ively well-attended activity format was put in place.
One special project, using micro-computers in area schools, was spec-
tacularly successful. Gradually, the center became visible to the

Three Rivers District and, in the fourth year, to county districts as
well. Attendance and drop~ins increased, reaching 3,000 in 1980-81.

Of these participants there emerged a small core of teachers at the
elementary level who drew on center staff not only as resource finders,
but also as solution giversand process helpers in the implementation of
indst;uctional changes. Support from area principals also grew.

But there were problems, notably confusions in role definition
among center staff. leading tc the resignation of the (new) co-
coordinator and to dissatisfaction on the part of the secretary and
local resource colleague. Grace Bush was overextended and pnable to
keep two half~time jobs going (one at the teacher center, the other
as graduate teaching ass.stant). The local policy bodgd ﬁépeared to
sputter. The chief crisis occurred when district admin;étrators,
facing budget cuts, propose¢d that its funding for the :énter be
d.scontinued, a recomnendation that was overturned but which left the

center with fewer resources and further discouraged its staff.

3.3.2. Institutional Structure and_procedures

¢ Four i1nstitutional chianges were noteworthy: 1in administration,
governance, roasource levels and program.
Administration. Grace Bush continued as coordinator in 1979-80
but her colleuque left the center. A replacement was found in the
person of Claudia Herruick, a former elementary-level teacher. Herrick

had difficulties carving out her role, which increased an already
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chronic problem of role definition. Grace Bush refused to become

"boss;" as she put it, but continuously found herself plugging holes

in the organization of workshops, contacts with schools and follow

up on policy board decisions. Others at the center - the coordinator,
secretary and resource person - would have preferred more central
authority from Bush, yet also complained of being left the more thankless
tasks. Much of the problem derived from.the part-time status of
everyone (as conttasted with Arcadia, where center and college respon-
sibilities were joined in a full-time post). There were few times
when two staff members were at the center sirultaneously, which made
for poor communication and loose ends. Finally, Bush wanted to put

her engzgies into program development, contact with the schools and
one‘on—oﬁ% consultation, but found herself saddled with routine
administration and theorganization of large-group workshops. Adding
up her hours spent on the activity logs (see Table 31) shows that she
put in 40% of her monthly time on routine administration, logistical
matters related to workshops and projects and attendance at local
meetings. The corresponding amounts for Lessing at Arcadia State total
17%.

Governance. Ambiguities about relative power and areas“of
responsibility among center staff were not cleared'up by the policy
board which tended to approve all staff requests and had o-herwise
drifted into a more passive mode. Some center staff felt that the
policy board was not viably involved with the center; board members
werdq cither overcomittedelsewhere or represented their constituencies
in a pro forma way. Bush.also felt that it was difficult for center
staff to communicate with the board members. She claimed that the meetings
drained her and added on more~, sometimes unnecessary, follow-up work.

Rescurces and program. Although the school board had voted to

reinstate the budget for the teacher center after an initial recommen-
dation to stop funding (s&e the "school board meeting serial" in
section 6), onl, 80% of the budget was in fact restorel. The cuts
came from staff time and materials. 1In 1980-81, the center remained
open seven months (as compared with nine the previous year) and was
closed on Fridays. This took its toll on participation and resou.rce

materials.

Q
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3.3.3. cChanges in Objectives

At the policy level, the center maintained its core set of
objectives: aqcelerating practice change, increasing peer exchange,
turning "ownersﬂip" of the center over to the teachers and encouraging

"self-reflection on the part of teachers. However, there were forces
at work that diluted some of these objectives.

1. Acceleration ofpractice change seems to have occurred incre-

mentally as a result of center use. But most of this consisted in
small additions to teachers' instructional repertojires. Bush felt

that tiere was very little demand for workshops on new techniques

And this dictatesQFhe shape of the program. We
have to go with the mainstream. They have a
'now' focus. They want a small piece, like how
to aud to a science lessson, and they want to
nmake something or take somethlng home with them.

In Bush's jud¥ment, this demand characterized the primary-level users.

Secondary people were interested in wider-sdbpe issues; but tended to

approach practice change philosophically rather than operationally.
Jor was the center as institutionally engineered to promote

instructional changes as was the Arcadia Center. As a whoIly in-

mechanisms such as the one-week workshop on individual projects at
Arcadia. Also, there appeared to be few follow-up procedures at

Three Rivers. Whereas the materials bank at Arcadia had engendered

»and contained few commercial materials. ¢ Finally, all staff members
complained that they were "just barely staying on top" of ongoing
activities and had no time to think through approaches that might
have greawvar effects on teachers.

2. Pecr exchange remained a core objective. Therc were still

"sharing" eveaings and workshops led by area teachers in their areas
of interest and expertise. Teacher-made idcas and projects were
plucked from local classrooms and displayed at the center. Overall,
the notion was a workable cne and had good effects: greater subsequen
exchanyes, the yenesis of craft pride on the part of teachers who
tdught others or donated products to the center and more rapid cir-

R\(}latlon of promising new practices within the schoolc
U\)

of class management or more radical changes in curriculum and evaluatiorn:

service enterprise, the Three Rlvers center h 1 no pre- service interns

to model new stratcyies. Nor did 1t ham@ structured change-facilitating

B . . L . .
changes in classroom oryanization, the bank at Three Rivers was smaller

]

t
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But there were also problems here. Some teachers leading

workshops were perceived as arrogant or patronizing by their peers.

It was difficult to avoid the implication that a workshop leader

was instructionally superior to his/her fellow teachers. Character-
istically, workshop leaders from other parts of the state were better
received than locals. Aléo, some tqachers were poor adult pedagogues.
Sone informants said that the center's founders may have placed too
much confidence in the capacity of teachers to direct, program and
teach at their own center.

Some authorities were also disappointed on this score. For
different reasons, administrators and school board members had been
interested in the peer exchange concept. Their idea was that superior
teachers would act as a model and resource for less effective teachers.
The general perception was that this had not occurred.

A
3. Teacher ownership was hard to measure. Gradually, area teachers

came to view the center as a useful resource but did not see it as
belonging to them or to their association: A giant leap forward on
this dimension took place when district administrators tried to cut

the center's budget and ran into stiff and highly vocal opposition

on the part. of teachers, cven those who had never used the center.
From that point on - the fall of 1980 - teacher support was stronger,
although some of that support may have had more to do with combating
distrig¢t administrators than with laying clgim to the center on profes-
;ional grounds.

4. Teacher self-reflection appeared to be stalled. Bush had tried

to program morc speculative, issue-oriented and professionally centered
workshops., They had not worked well, expecialLy for primary-level
teachers. £Secondary teachers were interested in broader social issues -
adolescence, death and depression - but less so in reflections on their
own professional behavior.

There was a progressive displacement toward two modal activity
types: the one-shot workshop on a narrowly practical topic and the
latye-scale classes. The latter discouraged teacher center staff,
par:}ETTy because the incentives here were to collect continuing
contract hours and post-graduate credits. Bush said,

They don't even try to hide it...It's one of the
easiest ways to get continuing contract accreditation -
no papers.payment or texts. That gets me depressed

at times.

VRS
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She estimated that about 40% of the center users were chiefly interested

in the credits. The remaining 60%, she felt, were "genuinely interested
.

in gaining new skills and getting new ideas."

3.3.4. Key Persons and Relationships

The same set of key persons, with one or two exceptions, remained

! active at the teacher center: The coordinator, Grace Bush, the

center se~retary, Alice Adams,and the resource colleague, Sally Carr.

In the third year, Brenda Buckley became one of North Central's delegates
to the local policy board, as did another member of the elementary
education department at North gentral, Walter Scheel: Scheel called

his role "my tour of duty." Paul Saganne was influential in center
affairs from backstage, especially during the budget crisis. Finally,
Claudia Herrick was hired as co-coordinator, but resigned midway through
her first year (1979-80).

As already mentioned, there were communication and role definition
problems. Also, all staff memberg felt they were underpaid. The cum-
ulative effect of these difficulties, together with role overload,
discouragement over the drift of the center to a less innovativé function
and shock at the attempt to cut their budget, él] reduced morale.

When data collection ceased early f%il98l, Bush was leaning toward
leaving her job. Some informants felt the center would go under if
she did. Were she to resign, she would have been the fourth coordinator

——a.

L. = . c
..——"to do so in the four years of the center.

3.3.5. Resource changes
' As with the other ‘centers, the proportion of external funding dropped

sharply from the third to the fourth years. At Three Rivers, the

échool district was to move from 35% support to 65% support of the

center budget. The dollar amounts were not huge: the total budget

came to roughly $38,Q00, and it was estimated that thg‘distgict office

had at least $30,000 1n i1ts budget line-itemed for in-service education.
Nonctheless, the transition was a diffic "t one. Faced with

instructions to‘Eut the budget, school admini. ators judged that the

teacher center was a less crucial i1tem than expenses for pupils or

outlays which would reach 100% of the teaching corps. Center staff and

delegates were particularly shocked by the proposal in that both

assistant superintendents were policy board members who had not

~entioned the recommendation until it became public knowledge. A

IZRjkyre detailed account of this incident is given in section 6.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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The cutbacks mentioned earlier reduced the hours and. services of
the teacher center. Fortunately, there were other sources of funding,
notabiy North Central University. Under the financing agreement,  at
the end of the five-yea: period, the school district was to put in
$21,000 and the college of education $17,000. 1In other words, the
college of education maintained an important stake in the center.
'Séme of these funds came back through'post—graduate enrollments
in courses organized by the center. ,
Knowledyge resources were also donated by teachers in the form
of workshdp§, presentations and products from their classrooms. Teachers
were aware that access to activities‘at the center called for reciprocity
on their part. The peer exchange notion was seen as a gesture in that
direction. One active user talked that through:

I like being a giver and a taker at the center.

I've taken about 15 workshops and I've gotten

a lot of materials and ideas. But I've given things
too: ideas on art and creative writing and math...
I donated a learning center on the industrial
revolution and inventors. I did a presentation of
read-aloud books and I wrote an article in the
state-wide network newsletter on teacher centers.

3.3.86. m™hrec Rivers Teacher Center Activities

Activity types and formats. These remained fairly constant; there

was strong overlap in the set described for 1%77-79 (see section 2.3.6) -
and the set.reported in the Gibb Foundation for 1979-80. Below is the
1979-80 breakdown:

1. Long-term classes and projects

post-graduate course of law (90 participants)

poetry in the classroom (eight-week course (20 participants))
writers in the schools project (two months, 18- teachers)
micro-computer project (25 teachers)

1
ir
i

2. Shorter-term classes

® 44 two-hour workshops on such topics as medical emergencies,
dealing with depression, make-and-take math games, ins-
and-outs of graduate school, spelling without a spelling
book. .

® sharing evenings between tcachers of the same grade or
subject
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3. Services

e drop-in, browsing

e facility for meetings of teacher association, community
groups )

e assisting teachers in finding books and other resources
for classxroom use

e assisting principals in the organization of within-
building in-service

4. Activity centers (integrated curriculum units, including ideas

for development of the theme contained in the center).

Some of the contrasts with tre program at Arcadia are instructive.
The intensive cne-week summer workshop was not held at Three Rivers;
in fact, the center typically closed down for the summer, giving over
in-service to programs at North Central. There were also fewer
projects at Three Rivers keyed specifically to the acceleration of:

ractice change, although some Sf the special programs (poetry, writing,
micro-compuEers) typically led to such changes as second-order outcomes.
By contrast, a good deal of energy was invested a£ Three Rivers in
one-time workshops on general and practice-relevant topics. This type
of workshop series had been discontjinucd at Arcadia in 1970 and re-
instated the following year at a more modest levelf The likely
‘explanation "ere is that Lessing saw the one-time workshops as less
impactful and as draining to staff’ time and energy better spent on
more ambitious prdjects that combined pre-service and in—ser;ice
functions. Final;y, the item describing assistance to the orincipals
shows that Three Rivers had become more politically skillful in
delivering inputs to building administrators rather than compéting
with them for exclusive rights to in-service training. The item

also points up the comparatively lesser role played at Arcadia in
working directly with school administrators.

The 1980-81 program at Three Rivers was comparahle, with the
exception that more longer-term classes on general topics were given,
notably for a secondary school public. The center also helped to
organize a Saturday workshop series previously held at North Central
and leading to post-graduate degree credits. And plans began for the
center to organize an in-service training project contracted to North
Central by the statc education agency in the area of multi-cultural

education.
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Looking more closely at this activity set and its recent eyolution,

¢

it becomes clearer why Grace Bush was complaining about goal displacement
‘at the Three Rivers éenter. The largest activities, in terms of number
of participants and organizational time, were one-time workshops and
courses given for university-level credit and for which the center was
essentially playing a logistical role (getting out announcements to
teachers, taking enrollments, arranging for facilities and payment

of fees, helping with any ongoing operational problems while the course
was taught) The function here was that of brokering for the univer-
sity. This was an improvement over previous arrangements in that the
center could give input to the university on formats and instructors
likely to be egfective with practitioners. But it did divert time and
energy away from what had been the chief objective of the center:
facilitating teacher change and instructional problem-solving by
calling on peer and other teacher-identified resources,

Other projects also led to the mobilization of time for activities
remote from the intensive, change-accelerating mode in which the center
originally had seen itself Ooperating. For example, center staff Helped
to organize a Catholic School Week for its parochial school members

" This involved setting up some 20 mini-classes on practice-relevant
topics. The center contacted people to give the classes, made
logistical arrangements and supervised operations. It was, from all
accounts a very successful enterprise, but one which diverted energies
from other tasks.

Selection of activities. Part of the reason why goal displacement

was occurring was that area teachers were asking explicitly for large-
group classes leading to university-level accreditation. This was not
the only demand, but it translated into one of the more time-consuming
requests for service. It also jibed poorly with the philosophical
assumptions held by founders that teachers would use such a resource
primagily to change and reflect on their practice and to exchange
professionally meaningful information.

The college of educationalso contributed to this drift in turning,
guite logically, to the center as the most convenient vehicle to deliver
its programs to local schools. In some instances, these were cfferings
whose focus was externally determinea, e.g., a state requirement for

f‘Dﬂf‘hers to be certified in multi-cultural education. In others,

EKC
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there was an attempt to match College of education resources and
. requirements with user needs.

The special projeécts (poetry, writing in the classrooms) came
chiefly from the center, after consultation with the policy board and
local school people. The one-time workshop topics came from
consultations with teachers and building administrators, of en through
the intermediary of policy board delegates. Unlike Arcadia, however,
these delgates serviced several school buildings, rather than one or
two, and had to resort often to "needs assessment" questionnaires.

Workshop and course 1eéders. Estimates of the source of expertise
for teacher center offerings are not robust{ a less fine-grained
analysis was made here than at Arcadia. Below we expand a table given

earlier for Arcadia in order to contrast the two centers:'

Table 3-10 Sources of Expertise for Workshops and Courses at
Arcadia and Three Rivers

Source Proportion of Total
Arcadia Three Rivers
Teacher center staff .45 .05
Specialists from within the state .16 .05

State college/university staff .06 .30

Staff from other college/uni-

versities in the state .06 .05
Speciaiists in the immediate

vicinity of the center .06 .12

Specialists from outside the
state ° .06 .02 )

Local teachers (in one of the
districts belcnyging to the

center .04 N .25
Teachers from elsewhere in the

teacher, center network .02 .02
Teachers from outside the state .02 .02

College/university staff from
outside the state .02 .00

T eachers with specializations

from within the state .02 .05
T eachers with specializations from

outside the state .02 .02
Local teachers with specializations -00 .05
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Recall that the Arcadia estimates are made from analysis of the
newsletter, sb their validity is questionable. However, other data
collected from coordinators make both sets of estimates look plausible.
The comparison shows clearly (a) that teacher center staff at Thrze ‘
Rivers were giving-far'fewer workshops and (b) that teachers at Three
Rivers were more active as workshop leaders. Input from the college/
university site was g?eater at Arcadia, but almost all of it came
from teacher center staff. By contrast, Three Rivers center staff
called more on local specialists (e.g., psychologists, writers) who
were probably more numerous at Three Rivers (pop. 45,000) than at
Arcadia (pop.3,000). Inputs from the university at Three Rivers also
came from a greater number of departments than at Arcadia, but this too
might be the result of thg far larger size of North Central University
by comparison with Arcadia State.

One final note here: As mentioned briefly, sources of expertise
shifted with the change of coordinator. 1In the first two years,
workshop leaders came almost exclu51vely from local schools and community
agenc1es, with very few university 1npu;s. With the arrival of Grace
Bush, university staff took on a far more prominent role in workshops
and projects.

Attendance. Data here are difficult to interpret. Figures given
for 1979-80 total 3,325 users of the center, many of them presumably
multiple users who were counted more than once ({(as at Arcadia'. But
some; counts may have inflated totals, as, for example, the inclusion of
249 community users who were very likely attendees at meetings of local
groups for which the center provided facilities. Figures also show that
local district use (1371) was greater than use by outlying county
teachers (94). But these numbers for county teachers were greater
than for previous years. In all, these totals are nearly 1,000 greater
than 1978-79, althouyh center staff estimated that attendance was off
sligatly from the previous year for several reasons that had nothing
to do with the center, e.qg., greater responsibility for sports activities,
a contract dispute.

Statistics also showed breakdowns by school building for 1979-80.
There was wide variability, rancing from 85% of all teachers for one
school to 17% in another, with a median of 35%. The median for
elementary schools was 43%, for secondary schools 25%. Center staff
could not account for differences between schools at the same level

]:Rkﬁjlnary secondary), and said that these 7-255 had fluctuated yearly,
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Finally, estimates of repeated use showed gainé over the previous
year. About 40% of. those Three Rivers teachers coming to the center
used it on at least seven different occasions (a continuous workshop
only counting once). Repeated use was lower for parochial and county
schools but still up over 1978-79. Some global estimates made by
Bush during an interview are also pertiment here. Taking users of
the center as 100%, she broke down repeated use by level as follows:

elementary users secondary,users
addicted users (do most ’
center activities offered) 20¢ 10%
frequent users (do 3-4 activities) 50% 40%
sporadic users (l1-2 activities) 30% 50%

»3.3.7. Interorganizational Dynamics

Consensus and conflict. The situation at Three Rivers was peculiar.

The teacher center did not generate conflicts as much as it served as
an awplifier for friction existing before the center was founded; notably
between local teachers and administrators. Also, two of the issues
r~ould better be described as dilemmas than as disagreements. Table 3-11
shows these issues. (For comparison with Arcadia, see table 3-3).

Note that the between-center competition for resources and
enrollments that was salient at Arcadia did not surface here.
Apparently, the Three Rivers qgnter had a sufficient pool of parti-
cipants to draw from, even if some went elsewhere. Nor was the
prosperity of the center at Three Rivers as bound up with the college
of education as was the Arcadia center. But this sliced both ways.

The Three Rivers Center was more orphaned from the college of education
and was able to c¢all on fewer ol its resources rapidly.

The first enctry in the table has been discussed briefly and will be
treated 1n more detarl later (see "schocl board meeting serial”in
section 6). bistrict administrators were ready to c.iose the center;
teachers were not and saw the gesture as “anti-teacher” rather than as
an evaluat-on of the center's effecuiveness. In this sense, the Three
fivers Center may have been a casualty of friction between two of 1ts
part1c1pa§€nu memper qrouns and becane as a result an arena {or iheir
disagreements. No noticeable problems of teacher administrator dis-

“armony surfaced at Arcadia. But administrators at Three Rivers had

\/; I!‘;!)
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been cautious in their remarks about the center from the start, so
that the recommendation to cut out district funding did not come as
a total shnck to informants. There were two hypotheses being cir-
culated: 1. As a school board member said, "You can take that
re ~ommendaci.n as an indica.ion of how important they thought the
center was." 2. Others, notably Paul Saganne, said that the
recommendation had been a strategic device by the superintendent to
creatce a situation forcins the school board to see how important the
‘ center was tc arca teachers and thereby consolidate school board support.
According to this lance »f thought, there was no teacher-administrator
conflict over ths continuation of present levels of support.
We have alse mentioned the second item on the chart. Some teachers
t us<? the center only as a rapid means of getting contract recertifi-
caticn and salary increments. The center staff was not interested
1n servicirng such needs, yet needed the participation of as many local
teachers as possible in order to defend 1tself institutionally.
Reflecting on 19R0G-81, Grace Bush sad:
This year we're gevting more pecople who are
only comint in for tne credit. Maybe we're even
turnint penple intorcredit-sechers.
n1s was o1 dilercae o wnicn the center accommodated by servicing

ffers for what it saw as a more

Lrofencionlyy o ot austience,  Inodoing thas, however. Bush got
Veredtere doarn s i anaara e, Her lusel, resignation at the end of
LB ="l o, Rave teern g resu,t of acsuryciarn over thig dilemma.
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Table 3-12 Bargaining-Exchange Isgues at Three Rivers

Parties Involved

Teacher center and
school district

Exchange Made

Dist-ict ¢ives control

of in-service to center,

gats inexpensive, rich
knowledge resources

Institutional Consequences

College of Education

Meets local service/out
reach objectives by teach-
ing in in-service prog.

School Districts
A\

Signif¥¥emtly im-
proved in-service

.infrastructure

Teacher center and
subset of teachers

Teacher center and
teachers

Center gives recerti-
fication credits in
return for participa-
tion in center acti-
vities

Teachers give services
{workshops) in return
for other activities
mounted by teacher

centers -

g
el

—]

(Indirectly) greater
enrollments

Meets } cal service/
outreach objectives

e

/
/

Extensive, accessi-
ble facilities for
teacher recerti-
fication

Greater peer ex-
changes, improved
instructional capa-
city from other
center events

Teacher center and
College of
Education

College provides money
and institutional
backup in return for

» better access to

teachers

Spared organizational
burden; recruits and
addresses teachers more
efficiently

Easier access to
university courses
and workshops; more
"tailored" offers
available

9¢1
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workshop proposal (on the preparation of income taxes). In return, they
got an extensive in-service instructure. College staff who taught
workshops or courses at the center helped to meet the unlver51ty s
objective of providing services to the local community.

The second issue has been addressed: teachers hunting for easy
ways to get credits also provided support for the center, both verbally
and by showing in the enrollment figures that the center was well
attended. Often, these enrollments provided revenues to the
university when a post-graduate course was concerned. The next item
has also been touched on: teachers reciprocated for the workshops,
special programs and materials they received from the center by giving
workshops themselves and by donating displays and materials. Univer-
sity staff participated in the overall program, thereby showing their
commitment to the center and to the general outreach function.

Finally, the university used the center to disseminate new programs
(energy education, a new geography curriculum) and training events
(multi~cultural education, Saturday workshops), the latter being
organized by the center. Training events were tailored better to
local needs as a result of consultations between Grace Bush and faculty
members giving courses about appropriate formats and presentations.

Knowledge transfer. To remain parallel with the Arcadia

case, we will run through the samc subcategories: knowledge types,
knowledge use and linkage functions.

Knowledge types. Table 3-6 showed the distribution of the

knowledge resource base both at Arcadia and Three Rivers. The discussion

(section 3.2.7) contrasted the two centers. To focus on the Three
Rivers more narrowly, we saw that Three Rivers had a comparatively low
\ggfta of R&D based products and practices, most of these coming

throuth the development of materials stocked at the center. Products
and practices tested at the college of education were also low
(estimated at 15% of the total), but their very presence 1is worth
spending a moment on. Whereas most of the collegye-mediated products
and practices at Arcadia came directly through teacher center staff,
there was no cquivalent at Three Rivers. Bush was a teaching assistant
and she could only serve as a relay to the schools. There is evidence
that colleqe of cducation staff did develop some materials specifically

t the request of the teacher center (e.g., learning centers in rocks,

[,

®t




P

138

astronomy, geometry and math games) and others which were meant to reach
local schools via the teacher center (e.q., energy education materials,
a geégraphy program) .

The bulk of the knowledée resource base - an estimated 75% -
came from materials that had been commercially developed and made
available through the center, and from home grown products. Three

Rivers had fewer commercially developed materials than Arcadia, as much

-for reasons of policy as for reasons of space. But Three Rivers

had more home-grown products: displays and projects donated by local
teachers (usually following a request by a center staff person),
activity centers put together by the local resource colleague, and
the various formats, exercises and add-on materials exchanged between
teachers during cne~time workshops (spelling without a workbook, new
ideas in art).

Looking again on Table 3~6 at the validation basis for the
in-person knowledge transfers at the center, there are sharper
differences between Three Rivers and Arcadia. Expert -approved or
specialist/technical validation at Arcadia came from teacher center
staff, often at workshops; little came from specialists outside the
college and little was craft-mediated in the sense of deriving from
teachers' stock of "technigues that work." At Three Rivers, university
staff participated about as much as other speciayigts in the community,

!
but the university input was low (25% of the total) compared to
Arcadia (70%). Since much of the knowledge transfer at Three Rivers
involved exchances between teachers, 'the proportion of craft and
consensually validated knowledge was highest (55% of the total) and
far greater than at Arcadia. Often, validation bases depended on whom
the coordinator would call; *

G. Bush: We had a sort of operating principal for
workshops. Wer . there teachers who could do it?
If not, were there any university people? If not,
were there any community people? We put the
priority on resources cominc¢ {rom the teachers.

By che third and fourth years the university's portion had moved up

considerably. Here, Bush's primary affiliation was pivotal:

I did my degree there. I work there now. I know them
so 1 can get to them more easily. 1It's as simple as
“~ that...I'm not as m'ch at home with the principals
and superintendents.
17y
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Knowledge use. Table 3-7 (see sectioﬁ§9*3.7) also contrasted

Three Rivers with Arcadia in relation to the main use of knowledge

resources. For the convenience of the reader, we repeat the chart below:

Table 3-7 Use of Knowledge Resources by Teacher Center Participants
(repeated) at Arcadia and Three Rivers (Estimated % of Total)

Types of'use Arcadia ’ Three Rivers
General knowledge 5% 5%
General personal/

professional growth 10% 10%
Improved understanding

of work situation 10% 10%
>oLving particular problems

or class of problems 25% 15%
Reinforcing existing practices 25% - 40%
Adopting new practices 25% 20%

i

As noted earlier, both centered on the practical. Both attend to local
problem-solving and the reinforcement of current practices, notabiy

in areas of instructional weakness. We saw that Arcadia was more
active in consultation mechanisms for problem-solving and in projects
designed to accelerate practice change in cofe areas of instruction

and classroom management.

There was a sort of schism at Three Rivers. Secoadary-level
teachers came to events dealing with general topics and professional
growth, e.g., workshops on depression, divorce, law, adolescent
development. But they used few center resource materials and were
not interested in the hands~on, materials-centered workshops in which
elementary teachers participated actively, stockpiling all the materials
and ideas they could gather in. By contrast, few elementary teachers
attended the larger, more broad-gauged workshops, and attempts to set
up speclal topics for clementary teachers on, say, children's cognition,

were noo successful for the most part. Finally, neither public was
*

lowking to make major changes in its classrooms. Their chief concern, in

particular elementary teachers, was to expand their repertoire,

* Teachers coming to the Arcadia center were probably not looking to
make major changes eithery, but ofiten found this to be the case as a
result of the center's structure, wealth of materials and follow-up
mechanisms.

Ly
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extend their instructional "bag of tricks" in art, science or reading.

Secondary teachers were more theoretical.

Linkage roles and functions. Three Rivers center staff were

institutionally nested in a different way than center staff at Arcadia,
i.e., outside the College of Education and not integrated into staff
slots within the school district. Also, Grace Bush had far less
institutional clout than Don Lessing in the College of Education anc,
perhaps by extension, in the district administrators' office. These
elements made for a different configuration of linking roles and
functions. .

Table 3-13shows these functions for Three Rivers and recapitulates
the estimates given in Table 3-8 of linkage functions at Arcadia.
Investment by thé/coordinator and other center staff in the university
was practically absent, aside from periodic consultations with college
staff on course and program format and the provision of supplementary -
course materials from the center storehouse. This does not mean to /
say that the center had no impact on the university, but rather that /
what impact there was did not result from services provided on reguest T
to the university by teacher center staff. '

Looking at the school district as users, we can see that the
coordinator and her staff at Three Rivers were active in most areas,
but considerably Jess so than at Arcadia. Some of this was due
simply to the amount of time put in; Arcadia had a slightly larger
staff and fewer competing claims on its time and these other claims
reinforced the accomplishment of tasks at the center. The activity
logs (see Table 3-1) for the coordinators trarslate into a 400%
difference in hours put in over a month, even allowing for inflation at

Arcadia. At Three Rivers, a moderate effort went into scarching out,

bringing in and making available practice-relevant materials in areas
where there was a strong demand. Drop-ins drew from this materials

bank; the activity centers also came under this category. The heaviest

and apparently the most successful investment went into delivering
resources bdsza\nq\an assessment of user needs, chiefly through the
organization of about 25 one-time warshops on practical aspects of
classroom instruction and managemer;;

Other linkage functions accomp . 1z by center staff were performed
less often. The consultation function wes weaker than at Arcadia,
31 center staff played more of a middleman, resource-hunting role-

IC
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Table 3-13 Linkage Functions of Boundary Personnel at Three Rivers and Arcadia
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matching expressed needs with expertise, products of information
whicg the center could access quickly - than a solution-giving role.
Implementation helping was also less frequent, probably as a result
of role overload (too many organizational duties) and of a lack of
mechanisms either to follow up on a workshop and a drop -in or to put
pressure on teachers to follow up, as was done a:. Arcadia. Similarly,
one-on-one consultations, often about major cractice change or about
seri1ous problems inside the classroom, L\ Center

were lesy prominent.

statf had too,little time for them, but would have wanted to spend
more. And area practitioners, aside from a few dozen elementary

school teachers, did rot as yet see the center as a place to bring
By

year, however, process helping was bejinnini to expand beyond this

in their core concerns, weaknesses or uncertainties. the fourth

small corps of teachers, larcely because of the interpersonal skills

ERIC
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Leccus and barrier

item

Table 3-14 Barriers at Three Rivers

variable label ané number
(from causal network)

Institutional effects
(from causal network)

Characteristics of

college

lack of ownership

0\

Now) university enterprise

commitment

lowers multiplexity of links
to ier center (28),
lowers ..astitutionalization (49)

Characteristics of

teacher

center staff

high staff turnover

low perceived hencphily

{low) staff stability{46) hampers institutionalization
_ ' (49)
(lqy/mod) horophily between reduces coordinator's
‘ center staff and school influence, clout (34)

people(18)

1

role overload on Jooui-
dinator 'high) role demands on lowers leadership stability
soordinator (39%a) | (40}
i
Characteristics ot teacher cen- f
ter orerations and Facali-
tics

poor facilities oy teacher

center

e U e e
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1icilities
{29aj

lowers extent of use (31)

centrifugal authority

Jerentrallced management (46a)
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was facirlitated by the importance of the service/outreach objective

for the colleqge of cducation,

For Stiqganne,

1n3trtutional priorities reflected this:

Firot coursewory,

thern

in=gervice

the rank ordering of

assistance

{including the

tcacher centers),

then

advice

to the state educational agency,

then research...

kescarch dope here has to have a fairly rapid

(19153 IR
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utrlaity.
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she came around. Very quickly, Bush put together

a two-year graduate course, using a professor

at North Central. Jasper {(the principal) was

astounded. Since then, he says, he has been a

supporter of the center.
Noteworthy here in passing is Grace Bush's capacity to gain access to
university staff by virtue of her affiliation there.

One of the zenter's strongest attractions remained its authoraty
to grant recertification credits which would be used for salary
increments.  The appeal was even stronger than at Arcadia; Three
Rivers could grant M.A. level credits which accelerated solary incre-
ments.  Most anformants felt that few would use the center extensively
Lf that ancentive were absent.  But several peop’e thought that users
wieo bad oryginally cooe for recertification credits typically went
Ono Lo borrow materlals, attend workshops and enroll for projects when
they had already ased up thelr credits. As at Arcadia, external
tncentives, qave way 1o more anternalized knowledge-geeking bhehavior:,
that {3t naturally 1nto tearhers' yearly professional oyele of
yustructional planning and trouble-shooting, By providing the large-
woale clanien tha publae wa necking while DUyl martntaining an oarray
U practyco crgonted swnryahopn s and special progeote {elagL, wratore-s
th-the-claocronm, miny compatey-), Iacly b djeed 1o aryver-atly center
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B TCP reputations of state college gtaff who were foymally connected to
= N

EmmEEe centers. 1 54 N

4. OUTCOMES
4.1. OUTCOMCS FOR THE STATEWIDE NETWORK
4.1.1. 1Individual~-level Outcomes

Increments in individual status or power were not studied at the

network level, but did emerge anecdotally in the course of data collection.
Local delegates (e.y., teachers, administrators) to statewide advisory

and policy boards were perceived as more cosmopolitan and presumably made
some useful contacts. Following the career profiles of teacher center
coordinators also suggests that the center post was a way station into
education (from social work), out of it (to politics) or to a more pres-
tigious 1level within it (as college staff member or district administrator).
However, thcse were not calculated trajectories. Coordinators linked to
state colleges increased useful contacts {(e.q., to deans or presidents)
and, when the center was successful, heightened their intra-institutional
influence (gec below, outcomes at Arcadia).

Increments 1n individual capacity. Delegates appeared to feel

more confident. 1n the educational landscape of the state. For district
administrators 1n particular, the network allowed for useful exchanges
with peers and usclful contacts with staete ofificials. Coordinators felt
they were hetter informed of resource avalrlability in the state, that
they were better administrators and that their own career pl.ans had
crystallized. .

Individual practice amprovement is best handled at the local
levels, Overall, district and state adminintrators found the network
useful ag a center for exchanges and new 1deas, (‘nurdinn.lurn felt the
network had strengthened their understanding of local politics and of the
nuts and bolty of 1if¢ in classrooms,

Individual T'qf.t:s Oor negative outconmes were probably minor,
Coordinator role overload and Lurn out may Le the only ytem here,
Some Jocal and ntatewide polyey bhogrd delegates felt on occasion that
they ”‘2,}‘! have put mect tng time on network afttatss 1o betten use on

thelr own jobe.,
4.1.2. Organlzation- level Outcomes
4 ——— b i .4

Increments in organizatyonal power or status are difficuelt to
determine at ocaer than lu('.;l Jevels wiiere most data were collected.
There i some evedence that state colleqges drew on thetr atfiliat i}m
with local centers to expand therr resource bage and their in-sorvice

effort.. The centers bringing state funds 1nto the colleges also enhanced

\
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through the state-wide network. This was in- fact one of its primary ';
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As tﬁe coordinating agency for the entire network, the college of
education at North Central received favorable attention for such an
ambitious and successful outreach effort, Contactérwith state officials
were also;gﬁrengthened. with the potential of using that link for college
concerns in the future. , _ :

Interorganizational linkage was appreciably strengthened

oblectives. The retwork helped to reinforce weak ties and to create new ;
ones that went beyond’network'business. This occurred at four levels: 3
(1) across roles. Network meetings constituted a state-wide ﬁofum
for the debate of educational issues between teachers, school district
administrators, state officials and college or university professors.
These groups had otherwise few or no opportunities to exchange views and
information; *
(11) between state officials and local officials;
(iii) between local officiq;s or staff (teachers, colleqe staff)
holding the same role; and
(iv) between local staff holding repositories of knowledge resources,
e.q.,, toachor center coordinators and local administrators in charge o]
staff development.
Institut@onal capacity incroements wore meoasured localxy (see
below) and bost discussed there. Overall, local administrators saw
the conters as storechouses of useful resources for staff davdlopment‘
and problom;aclvinq. Trachors gtocked up on new curriculum materials
and ideas, And local colleges affiliated with the center came more
heavily into the arena of in-service training in which thoy had
prcvicunly beon absent or {ll-equipped. .
Institutional practice improvemant can be moasured with confidence
only at tho two local sites whor:s data colluction was condentrated.
There iy aevidonc: that state~level administrators woere receiving hotter
advice and foodback on educational policy an a result of links made
through the statewlde network. Aloo, soma of tho modest recertification
projoects run by the state through tho local centers probably enhanced
instructional capacity, but cannot be tied causally to practico improvcmént.
Ingtitutionalization. Taken as a set, tho nine centers have not
as yot achieved stable institutionalization, in part owing to the fact
that five of them are only twe years old. The final column in Table 4-1
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Table -1 Deéqge of Instituticnalization: Mldﬂéatern Case

.

‘State Levé\\
Teachex Cent:

% 7ﬁégorting Conditions . _ Network
S A oA Center Wx?g‘: REFDSST Xs. A Whole V
onsidered a cgre £uncgio§. - Partly " i
i e within local schools : . N
, . Present Prasent still Weak‘&%%
4 e within the college/univer- y Partly SRR
%3/’3.: sity department or fatulty Present - Rresent Still Weak .
- 1 daily basi : sart.y f
9§9d on a regular or daily basis Present Present Still Weak .
Provides benefits/payoffs to:
» e school administrat)rs Present Present Present
® teachers Present Present Present
e university staff Present Weak a.k. -
X 13
- @ teacher center staff Prosent P;z::xt g::giit*
Outperforms or eliminates com- . present " Present a.K. ‘
peting practices - :
i Roceives support from: ‘pre Nea o
O e district administrators s?"t . eak . Still Weak i
“ & school building admins “Present pars ¥ d.k i
® schoo b ng a ns. . Pregsent 1e ‘_‘\ - 5
e collage/university admins. o
and ‘deans Prasent gggsent d.k, e
Not ot ) R
A . @ stato~lavael administrators Relevant Relevant Prasert
ngPnaanéa completion ..
. Achieves stable funding source Present Weak Absent
: ﬁgnctians performed are certified |, -
! . :
. e school authorities »?tasent Present Pregent- i
‘» collega/university auths. Prasent Present Present i
- Bupply. and maintonance providyd Presant Weak ag;il j§
for ‘ PRIV s . b
' Organi#ational status is formpliy \ e
. astablished {n requlations (Y Partially &
e within school district "'} Absent Present d.k. g
o . Partially : %
e within university Prosent Presernt d.k, i
Cycle Survival c
: Survives annual budget cycles Prosent Woak ' Dubious 3
T Burvives departure or ‘ P i
}ntrnductlon of now staff Present Weak ,;// Weak 5
‘' Achievos wida: , Partly still E
‘ ® in éggggicg?szgict Present Present Weak
® in department, faculty of . - still k
““ivetéity/coilege Present Absent Weak. 3
e in Statc NoE WOL stlll X
0 State Relevant Relevant Weak :
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explaxns why.* The nine centers are not yet perceived as ~erforming ‘#A“*
.core functions. althdugh they do Provide payoffs. 1In ti.. new centers,
*3_there is still competition with other in-service mechanisms, such as

o training_provided by building a 1nistraiors. Support_is moderate to

- strong in the four charter centers but still soft or ambivalent for the

= hew centers. Overall, funding is uncertain and core supplies such asg
ﬂf’learning packets and series are not assured on a continuing batis. Some
. of the centors are not being funded locally at desired or agreed-on
}'levgls and are experiencing staff turnover. The new centers need more

As the table shows, there are alsc

fVocal in thedix suppcre. but the new state superintendent comes from a
‘rural connty and backs in-service effo:ts to smaller or more remote areas
. of f?é state. The network serves this Function directly.

: The network itself may be on shakier terrain. As local districts
%fpick up center funding, there may be less justification for statewide
~coordination. If federal funding is not forthcoming or if North Central
= = cannot pick up the full costs of coordination, the network may become
,5mora episodic. Some informants folt, as one noted, t§at "the network
fﬂhas only one thing holdlng it together: the Gibb money." Others claimed
that the exchange and forum functions of the network were too important
‘““to be abandoned Since coordination costs were minimal (+ $4,000 arnually),

- it is likely that North Central University and the SEA will be able to-
% gether to cover them.
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4.3, OUTCOMES FOR THE mmn TEACHER CENTER .
. The full set of outcomes byﬁeatego:y_xsﬂcnntained in ‘the following
fdld-out tables (see tables 4-2 and 4-3). It is impossible to reviaw
the full set of outcomes for each target population. a very brief
commentary follows. ’ e ,

4.2.1. Individual-level Cutcomes '

‘Some general remarks may help. Looking first at the inéﬁ?iaual-
level outcomes for teachers. note that the number and conVergence of
effects were both high. Teachers felt more professional and found
rhemselves carrying on greater—numbgrs of professional exchanges withxn
the bualding and across schools as a result of teacher centex use.A
Not sutprisingly. most of the exchanges turned around materials.
Hexe are two exce:pts 111ustrating within-school and across-school

-,

exchanuas- . ) s

. All the. stuff X get for the _center is =o handy. )
I bring a lot "of things to other teachers too, -
”*““a—fﬁﬁy)do it for me. Ig’s useful to everybody. ‘.

Sumner workshops are great for the exchange of

ideas too. You c&n talk about each other's idéas .
_ and stay in contact. We've had a I6t of teachers
- sending their units to one another, — NS

The center also alloWed users to "stay abreast with the field" and
= in many instances to qul ‘"yre-enthused,” "rejuvenated* or "revxtalxzed.“
il These items recurvred often. Below is a good illustration of how the

center was seen by users to achlieve such a result:

N ~ You know, after you've taught for four or five years,
yau sort of get bogged down, in a rut. That's why
’ .. it's good tq go to - place, like that\center.-vwhere hY
1 Are SO many new things, you 3ust ‘get excited about “
them and you want to try them out. Some of them R
{ work and some of them don't, but most of them do.
T It made me want to do something new: in my class.
I got exposed to things I never would have seen
otberwxse...like those kits @and ali the new ideas
and the filmstrips. .

Teachers also reported that chey came to associate the “center WLth
“stimplation” and *innovation." In two instances, repeated use" of“th9“~“~—
. center was connected with the decxsxon to do post-graduate work. ’
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the acceleratiog of pract,gg\shange through the

In soﬁé casys, teachers are programmatic; the
crutch® or "stimulant® to carry through on changes
The ways 1n whizsh the cepter drganxzed 1ts activitids
consolidate practice change 15 also noteworthy.

the one-week summer workshoov:

You Jet inwolved 1n 1t Bo you real}f’do carry throuah
with 1t and you do a lat more with 1t than you might

have done...You get a start on 1t.
pressure of really following through on it
clasasroom to

~
Y. ~e . -
PSRN S 4 -
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110 had more self-direction
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in ‘the
the other Zredits...You stay with 1

(/

1wt t.

vhanaes were moare subtle.  The drift of thesc

("1 leot kKids do moroe

w0, ttat s ogreater Variety of materials were used, that

-

indrvidualized ang curr:r-ulum moréd i1ntegrated.

t
als porrowed from the center

or atog ore glror owgr cectespecifie worsshoos, Reapondents were some-
tires sarpzised when they reviewed these chanjes and gaw how the

center had anduced many f ther, but tney inaisted that they had /
matnL ined thvzr‘ﬁaaxs instructional atyle and congenial mode of
Cralsroal cranisation,  The orneral Chenie was that of proking and

chamsing tram what center ntal! projosed,
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et crtead arn Tl g 4.0 7 The rermain: ey nehividual oavcores am

;
et e Sanaet 1 Doy o ctraraany thar opa rtearude and value chanaes
EUI LTS SAHIERE BLIPSEE o, b TR R O foehe s 2y have Yo etted an
other ated e ¥ LoMenthtened sen et . penliar, mors
-
self-direct o Arses v popaiser,

TEHrnInT row t o ot ol tor Arcadi. ctate ottt gy o rerar ool
th one oyerat . o ocnorosingle Jeoartme 0 ™ e calleas Yool hate
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: than the in-service activities.

Lessing admitted to some dispersion,
and. felt that he "worked a little less" on course preparation for
pre-service students.

S 4.2.2.

]

"And.I read less."
Organization-level Outcomes

Table 4-3 shows the full set of outcomes arraved by category for

the school district and community, then for the college.
briefly:

Outcomes at the level of the school building aggregate most of the
1nd1vidual level outcomes already reported.

Schools reported enhanced
aoc1al recognition, a greater number of exchanges and discussions

w1th1n and acr055 schools, and a collectlve sens& of repertoire
expansxon stemmlng from use of the teacher center.

rough the center

® 'there were ahsotincreased links with other professors at Arefdia State,
¥ . whereas most teachers had previously dropped such contacts at the end

- "of their Pre-service training. Superintendents also said that teachers

p weggpnow demapdlng incoreased in-service activity in their Jistricts.

The center had become the school's chief, if not main, source of
‘documentation, expertise, training and materials.

Reports of school-
wide-instructional practice improvements centered on the upgradlng of

, diagnostic skills, adding breadth to curriculum, dlverQ1flcatlon of

materials and greater integration o{ the currlculum. The center came
to be seen "as an extension of our school,"

more so for primary-level
teachers than at: the secondary leve..

-A

From .the perspective of the eight district and country offices
—— affiliated with the center,

the most important outcome was the creation
of a virtually no-¢ost and "routinized" structure for access to the
colleye in general and to che tebcher center in particular.

There was
also evidence that in-service tralnlng had a higher priority in the

district office, leading to a smill increase in the number of workshops
offered by district admlnlstratoré

Superintendents perceived access

to the teacher center to have 1ncreased teachers' professional capacity
significantly.

Recruiting teachers for rural schools was also eased
by the attractlvenebs ,of membership in the teacher center. In general

linkage and interdependency grew.markedly l.etween the school district
and the educatibn department of the college.

132
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Note, however, that this remark refers to the pre~service program rather

To review then
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There.were some minor effucts of teacher center activity on .-
the community surrounding Arcadia State. The center provided .
facilities for meeting which were otherwise unavailable in the town,
and began to reach out actively to community groups (e.g., the art

"gallery project for area residents and the micro-processor project

for farmers). The nature studies area served the community and led
to closer collaboration with the parks commission. N

Since the Plementary education department - a subd1v1sion within
. the education and psychology department - contaihed three members 9

having their offices in the teacher center and teaching at its

facilities, impacts were strongest here. This sub-section was the

object ‘of enhanced prestige and of increases in facilities and staffing;

it also amassed a number of bargaining chips for future institutional
negotiatiOns. Exchanges were intensified between staff mainly jd
through cohabitation, collaboration on speCial projects and team

teaching. Along with staff increases (a fu11~time program assistant

on college budget), ‘there were plans for the creation of a M.A. level
program in' "elementary education, built around the center. The staff - ~
shifted to a more pronounced focus on extension and added a wealth

of materials and equipmentgto servace thlS public; these resources
became part of the department's "equity. The unit also became a
strong competitor for freshmen majoring in elementary education in the
region and maintained a.high placegent ratio for graduate.s.‘r ..

Finally, and most important to center staff, in~-seyvice activities
strengthened the pre-service proqram by creating closertlinks with
area teachers, facilitating aCCess to pupils for clinical work and ’
enriching the repository of instructional materials. ‘

The list and extent of effects accruing to the psychology and D
education department are striking. Through the center, the department
acquired an enhanced status within ‘the college and the state. There :
were 1ncreased and more, consequential contacts with the State Office s
.cf Education. As department chairman, Goff negotiated for the.center

a mandate to design and pilot a program on nutrition education for
~ M .

the state and another contract to devise materials for multi-grade

‘teachers throughout the state. T~
’ Two other sets of outcomes are noteworthy. Collaboration between

department members increased through their involvement in special programs

”
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conducted at, the center. There were also indicat;ohs of more such , "
programc and further increases in staff and budget as the department ' vt

shifted more heavily to in-service offerings. Also, ‘the center

provided a vehicle for access to local schodls on which the department 1
’began co draw, often as a spin-off from extension activities sponspored .
by the cennﬂé and organized by Goff. Finally, there was strong ’ :
evidence that facilities of thé\teacher center had helped to improve -
course work by virtue of the wealth of resource materials, the
informalit§ of the setting and the availability of audio-visual
equipment., - .

.

Looglng finally to other depatrtments at Arcddia «State, there

were some modest effects. As the center's reputation grew, college
staff who had used the center's facilities to teach from or had
'i collaborated on a special project were seen as more "dynamic" ahg,/ -
1nnovat1ve. Intervdepartmentai collaboration grew, notably between '
e the psychology and eduqaflon department and others who also focussedﬂ

¥

on elementary-level personnel. Other departments began to look morék

closely into extension activities, using the ‘center as a prom351ng -

, model. 1In fact; the Arcadia State "model," as illustrated by the

Y teacher center, began to gain currency in other colleges, 'in the state.
Finally, those instructors using the center for teaching felt that the -~

materials-rich, hands-on approach bore fruits in terms of students'

-

- motivation and retention.
There were glimmerings of at least one negative effect in the
. form of intra-college doubts about thé substantive expertise of i

center staff in areas which would normally have been covered by other

. R
departments, such as science and s0c1@h studies. One or two departments

spoke of atrespassing," possibiy as a self-protective devise to rein

in somewhat the galloping éxpansion of the center. -

(Institutionalization. An asseSsment of the‘degree of "routinization"

at Arcadia is given in Table 4-1 (see se% -ion 4.1.2). Arcadia compared

favorably both with the Three Rlvers center and w1th the remaining

seven centers in the statewide network: There are, in fact, no fault

lines as one reads down the column. The Arcadia center had become a

core function for teachers in their yearly cycle - "an extension of

our school" or ."sort of automatic in my teaching." It was firmly

nested in the state college and aﬁpeared, in.fact, to be expanding

o . . v
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its, spacefand operationgﬁin the fifth year'at the same rhythm as durimj//
the 1n1t1al tvo years. It-provided payoffs noq bnly to 1ts staff and

= - to school d1str1cts, but also to the college adm1n1stratlon (as a

. "+ facilitator of recrultment and source of funds through spec1a1 ‘programs
and workshops) and to seyeral college departments (as a facitity for "
teaching). ‘It had clearly-outdistanced the nomlnal in-service act1v1t16s
offered by district and county admrnlserators. ‘Its institutional

suppor# was strong on ail fronts. . ) i

The center also weathered the transition from a pilot venture to

a routine organizational unit. ;ibb Foundation funds‘had been’ replaced |
by college support. As Goff sa1d in the fourth year, when external
fundlng had dropped to $4 200:

> Thert's no problem covering that on the college
budget, especially with the special projects
there too...We've also found the money .to-hire
Joy-(Willard) full-time. )

A4

five-year plan In addltlon, supplles and malntenance were covered by
the state college budget; Gof¥ was,abie ‘to draw on library funds for the
- purchase of some teacper center materials. Finally, the center had been
formally incorporated in the college register. It was not bullt in
nominally to the surroundlng school d1str1ct’requlatlons, but th1s
' made no practical dlfference and there was a p&oxy here:r the center \E;

»

vas’ formally authorized by admlnlstrators ‘*n the eight districts to
grant contract recertification credits. s e N

. The centdr also appeared to survive w1th apparent ease, the annual
budget cycles and to have been strengthened by the.addition of new
personnel (Carla Smetana, Toy wlllard) Some 1nf5rmants speculated,
however, that were Lessing to leave, which was unllkely, the rate of
"gtowth would -slow considerably, but without jeopardlzing the con-
tinuation of the center. Finally, the center was widely used in the
eight participating districts, although less so by secondary~leveal, -
¥  teachers, and had, become a keystone of the educatian and psychology -
.départnent One heavy, user of the center put it this way: .

I suppose it's foolisH to say this, but I think
that even if they closed the college, they'd
have to keep the center open. There's such a
demand for it.

“ \ i
~ . 195 .

There was also.a prov351on for modest growth of the center in the college’ sf

.
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. the reyatlonshlps between members of the Arcadia arrangement in terms

%ct'w6u1d have been far more episodic were the center rot there. :

‘stronger and more multlplex links with the ppys1cal education departmeént. R

Negative outcomes. .None was apparent, save the one item mefitioned

earller, namely the drawing of territorial llnes by at least one
department-who contested, as yet 1nformally, the expertlse of the A
teacher center to give workshops in energy educatlon Jlthod; using 5
sc1ence department staff. -~

4 2 3.. A Map of:.Linkage- related Outcomes

‘ Flgﬁretkbtrles-to pull together some of. these strands by show1ng

.~

of knowledge transfer and multiplicity of: llnks. The reader should start

-

by getting familiar with the legend .o i
' "Beginnihg -with linkagé and flows of influence, it needs to be '. .

stressed that these links were increments over the situation preexisting

the teacher center. Typically, links now shown as strong had been weak .

prev1ously, and links now shown as weak had been nonex1stent or Very ‘

infrequent. The inference is that these links would not have ex1sted

Looking within the'state college; several linkage types are
displajed (not all departments ore shown). Links with the math depart-
ment were infrequent and uniburpose (although this.began to change near o
the end of field work), and they were reciprocal; math professors helped s
_.summer students and organized a workshop, while the center prov1ded : /
facilities and workshop enrollments. Only one person in each unlt \%Q'
was’ involved. . . . )

Links with the art department were also unipurpose and involved
one indiQidual in eaéh unit (A. Midros and D. Lessiné),_but-most of the
assistance was given by the center. On the other hand, there~Lere

More than one staff member used the center and the collaboration was .
mialti- purpose (paxi‘CLpatlng in a common project, using the center
facilities and video _2quipment). Physical education staff helped the
center {e.g,, with the purchase of skis for the’nature:study'area),

but the dominant direction of assistance flow was from the center to
department members.. Finally, there were no links with the social studies

department, although there had been one or two isolated exchanges,

e.g., a staff member of ‘that department came to the center looking

urgently for materials to aid with:coursework. '

1w S
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Within the psychology and education department, absent ties have
become weak and weak l%nks have become strong links as staff members
used the center ds a facility for their courses or as a storehouse of
supplementary materials. Most of these links were reciprocal:
department members assisted with special programs organized by the
center and helped with summer workshops as leaders or advisors for®
teachers d01ng individual projects. o

1
Staying with the psychology and education department/ two new

ties appeared. First, department members worked more closely or more often

with other department members, often in the conduct of a program at
the'center. Secondly, there were new links between departments as a
resdlt of the center. ' For instance, the math department got together
with the psychology amn@ education department to organize the micro-
computer workshop,* There may have been more interdepartmental iinks
than are shown here; the data were too thin to make an estimate

{ . .
confidently. But, it is unlikely that the center multiplied between-

LeE-

department links to a great extent. For one thing, little energy was
put into such an objective.
Before moving to the schools, note that teacher center-communlty

lings are not. shown here. We would est1mate them as weak; but multl-
b : \
'

purpose&\rhich is a unique combination. .
The YMinkage patterns are slightly different between the center and

'the two illustrative school distridts. In both scheol districts,

links to administrators were weak. lor did the center strengthen ties
between district offices and local schools. On the other hand, more
numerous contacts between teachers in differeng. schools and,different

+ . districts resulted from the center, as did within-school exchanges

(not shown in the figure). .
In school district I, linkage was strong and multiplex between
all schools and the center, with the center providing most of the

_inpuﬁ%. (In fact, the figure is somewhat confusing in that flows of

. influence and knowledge make it seem as if the center reached out into

schools, whereas it was more the case that teachers came to the center,)
School district II may be farther away. There are weaker llnks drawn
tésggg schools, which might have been secondary schools. The link to
school C is not multiplex; contacts would have been limited to one or

- two teachers and one staff member at ' the center.

-5

‘i.EKc ‘ Sl

IText Providad by ERIC.

(




,

It is worth pausing a moment to assess the absolute strength of ¢
t£;se ties between the center and area schools. Whereas ties had existed
. Auring pre-service traJnlng bef e the creation of thelcemter, they
‘were gﬁipurpose ?meetlng with ementary education staff to discuss
the superV1519n of interns assighed to local classrooms) and limited to.
one year. - Now, the-interacti between the pre-servi®e program and
1n-sefv1ce a551stance was AStronger, as ia the two~week visits to the

ies progxam. Also, area teachers were often
coming to the center firgkt for materials, thn possmbly for a-workshop,
then for more ego-investkd contacts such as help w1th sroom problems
- or areas of weaknesses. \These multlp;e contacts created"tighter inte;:

persoﬂhl llnks, which wer® already strong as a result of frequent '

informal contacts in a smal al region and pre-existing relationships

when the’in~service teaché} had Been a pre-service student at Arcadia

State. Mozxe numerous Fnd multiple ties created greater dependency on

the part of teachers, who then made gestures of reciprocity, e.g.,

donating equipment or furniture to the center, serving as delegate

. « to the policy board, supporting the center in conflicts, facilitating

’ pPlacement of pre-service students. These gestures, 1n turn, strengthened
interpersonal and inter rganlzatlonal relationships, further tightening
links, and so on.

Knowledge types followed a predictable pattern. Note first how

little research knowledge flowed to or from the center, even within the

-state collegef\ The one instance shown on the figure was the result

of a request to the center from a district administrator (shown here

in district II) trying to mak% decision on class sizes for the following
year. Within the college, most transfers involved technical knowledge,

usually connected to a workshop, special program or materials.

As many of the materials were tne product of considerable devel-
opment and piloting, they are thé chief source of technical knowledge
that flowed- frop the teacher center to areatschools. Other technical
knowledgg came through workshops, two-week visits, and consultations.
Teachers also drew on the "1deas" section of the center - the area most
heav11y used -~ to enrich and rn{\grate curricula. Otafr materials
and some workshops at the center were moré in the forf®of recipes-
§lessons, formats and products that had "worked” for their developers

Q .( o




*

R &z"

o

S - . 164

and were communicited in booklets, packets.or workshop exercises. These
lore or craft knowledge 1hputs were also collected by area teachers '
and communicated within and Petween schools. 1In additior,, links

formed at the center dur%pg a workshop or visit led to between-teacher

exchanges gﬁ_ideas and experiqpces that were not mediated by center staff.:

d
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4.3. OU&COMES FOR THE THREE RIVERS TEACHER CENTER '

As for Arcadia, outcomes are arrayed by category on the appended

- fold~out charts (see tables'd-é'and‘4-5). Our commentary will follow

outcomes successively gown each column. .
4.3.1. Individual-level Outcqmes '

Overall, for teachers, the trend is analogous ‘to Arcadia,
but with a lower magnitude of effects. One exception. here is the

status/power category; Three Rivers teachers, dwelled insistently on

the fact .that the center allowed them to get M.A. level credits more
ezzily and in mere teacher~usable form, that being a worksﬁop ledder
brought status to themselves and their principals and that the
uu1Vers1ty s investment in the teacher center reflected\favorably

PF'LhC status of their wrofession. As one informant said,
‘ . Y
It's important for us that the university gets
invelved with teachers beyond the B.A. 1It's
flattering, I guess, but.aliso it makes us be~
_come more professional - about—our—work:

{

, \
v With regard to linkage and networkieg, teachers reported‘moderate

increases in w1th1n~bu11d1ng collaboratlon and smali inc¢reases in
petween building exchanges. Both’ le«els were lower than at Arcadia.
so were the indices of profess1ona1 growth, updating, stimulation and
desire to.make instructional changes.’ Informants made modest but

convergent claims in these areas. Below i~ an filustration from a

multiple user of the center:

If there were no center, we d just get a skeleton

of in-service. And there'd be fewer ideas for

the classroom, maybe less change too...I know for

me at least there'd be.a lot less. growth and less

thinking about what pupils are doing. Sort of

less professionalism.
There was also evidence of a cathartvc effe that was absent at
Arcadia. At least three teachers xeported - and center staff confirmed -
that workshops had occasionally lapsed 1nto "gripe" sessions against
building and district administrators, the theme being that administrators

hampered professional development.~ The tone was not strident or the

 phenomenon as marked as in the inttigl y s of the center. Some of this

had to do with a breakdown in negotiatjons er contract renewal in
1979-80. ) _
The table shows evidence of financial advantages stemming from use

of the centér and minor changes in instructional goals, , Usually in the
Q

‘I:R\(pectxon of 1ntegrat1ng curriculum and giving g:eater pupil self-

\
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Table 4-4  Individual-Level Outcomas Yor Three Rivers Site

ocus B
.
OUTCONE *TYPES Teachers: Unlversity Staff Teacher Center Staff
Z {outside university)
1. Shifts in status, A%Sliucn of post- Perceived as source of
. power gradusto deqrees . expartise on practitioner
needs, chanctqrhticl.
Profassional recognition
as teachers of teachers ' forza) conduit for contacts
between university and
Social.recegnition of ml—’—
-teachars by university _
° :
2. Changes in llnkwo. Hore in~building
networking collaboration ! .
« Within Unit ) ' \'
—
+ Between cgn&acta;$Mmun More {requent exchanqes Extended ne sork to other
. units OF matoria n‘ batween Univorsity staff.| teachar centers. colleges.
R xgu—rn local schools state officials
: ' » - - -
3. Parsonal and - "{ Protessional growth * !
Profesnions}
Haintdnince and Updsting N
. Crowth
' , Extonsion, stimulation, ’i
Jd9sire to change 3
R practices ‘ ' .
Catharszs for conflicts '
- 5 wvith adsinistrators j
. K
.. ; - T —_ - - T
4. Finanpfrr— forres of salary t
, . Maslntenance Increment ™ f n.e n.a
and growth \
i Maintain contract
S. Canoztn Minor rovisiuns in Reinforcemont of Accolerates cx, stalization
qoals, objectivex Instructional goaI- service/c utreach of career goals
- nissfon . ~
. / - displaccment of “personal
R . ~ coasuirant” goals to
orgenizational maintenance
N C 2 0a1'S
6. Capacity Chinges Eatension of rosmources |Teacher center az Accezs to Teachyw ;:an!.cr R
. avsilabie Tor matariais, addyrional rosoufce maturials .
Knoviwdge training .| for_coucse work L
Acquisition  ° . \ Accoss to local, statowids
q rlhccess to best products Administrators
. Capacity in districe .
N “* - ] Acceax 10 ot other coll
. / ' unIverEity :xg.orlhc
- N 4 ) Acgoss to Toacher center -
) L S goordinators in Stdto,U.S.A.
* Proplen- Adds “survival® cl rev | ivproved mechanisa to Fore skillful a» congultant °- T
: taachera digzeninaty now to teachers, school
> Solving . ' practicas in Achools: sdministrators C e
. . Ty capacity Trial 8 ow idoss, otiry. training . K -
- .- mmru 13 t__cwn,_lgunpg -~ ovarvork, bhurnout -
' S \ 4 widesproad iBplementation .
’ ‘7. Practice lsprovansnt |Enrich instrectional Tuaching sore sensitive Teaching sensitive to
; . Baterials, Eurricalun to practitioner concarns |practitiorer universw s .
i piversity tm.clissrpon |Redirections strengthaning -
H R organization . of reszarch foci .
L - ’ Stronger in weak ereas |1 ' - ,
. (1 sarial} dramatic N
e increase in pupil d .
i motivation, achievement i I
v o |90ing . :
‘° N 8. Stochpiling Buildidg stock of idaas jordering, concaptualizing use of Teachar
! crafe knovledge Genter resburcer
‘ Augmenting substantive -
Enovledgn now * / .
Resources .
. Mzcerial Haterials productiun lmglm; 6f Tepcher (aster |Pursona] use of Teachor
7o Resuurces resources % enter rescurcos A
. - . = p
- stld;t\ Accass—to but practices , Bullding up consultant ckil
in dlnﬂ\ ; ' ,
, - akiils
s . 9, Attitude and Taking the rola of the |More ¢ompiex viaion of Hore tolerance for teachers
/o alue changes FopLl . Ischool practice thortcomings
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direction. The same indices cropped up-at-Arcadia and attest to

\ the 1nfiuence of the Experimental Program on the centers. Stronger
claims surfaceé~£pr increases in instructional capacity. Informants,
notably elementary school teachers, insisted on the utility of v
materiais exchanged during one-time workshops. Several saw this as \
"a really good way to get to the best things that are being used in
the district." This is a good illustration of the differences between
the two centers. For teachers at Arcadia, the center was the best —
reposltory of instructional materials; for Three Rivers teachers

the center was more a linking agent that matched teachers who. had
developed instructioﬁal resources with those that were.looking for/
more. o < !

. ~
’ . As at Arcéala, new teachers were grateful to the center for
helping th ‘"o survxve.” Many of the‘gne-on-one consultations were
with thesg teachers. Through workshops as well, new teachers had
access’ veterans with whom they stayed in contact. The following
excerpt illustrates this point:

I know that the new teachers feel they wouldn't
have known how to get along without it. It really
helped them to learn the ropes and to get together
with teachers from other ZFchools they'd never

meet otherwise. .

4. .
M

Claims in thelareas of practice improvement indicated on the
‘table were strongest. ' The center, notab;y through the® one-time
workshop series, provided access to a richer store of curriculum
materiais, new ideas for grouping puﬁils and otherwise organizing
daily classroom work. These two themes also emerged from a survey
of teacher center users conducted by a graduate student at North Central.
What did not come through in the survey but was generally repe¥ted
during 1nterv1ews was teachers' sentiment that they felt stronger in
areas of weakness, usually science, mathematics or social studies. 1In
only one 1nstance, however, were there claims of major classroom .
reorganization or dramatic gaZns in pupil motivation and achlevement.
This case, the mic. o-processpr prOJect #1111 be described below
{see“Mmicro~computer Serial” in section 6).

Finally, teachers who were interviewed were unanimous in
reporting that activities at the center had incregsed their own

orehouse of materials and instructional ideas. They attributed this
'less to the drop~1n and mate:;als-borrowlng facility at the center

'I:Rk(}n to the one-time workshops. Attitudinal changes were slight.

uuuuuuuuuu . €Y 7 s
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Three informants said that they now conld-take‘the pupil's perspective

- more easily, as a Yesult of ‘the workshops in w@ich teachers used the
same material or did the same exercises as pupils were meant to do

' (another practice common to Three Rivers and Arcadia). Ang-one
informant, saying that others werg of the same opinion, felt that

. workshops on professional themes had made her slightly more militant
in insisting on teacher s r1ghqs. -

Looking now_at 1nd1v1dua1 -level outcomes for university staff

]

at North Central, we can see at a glance that effects are smaller than
at Arcadia, Two informants reported modest increases in contacts

with local chools as a resuvlt of service at the center (e.g., helding
a workshop, Mhelping to\create an actiyity center). All univer ity
staff felt that the center was a tangible symbol of the college of
aducation’ s commitment to local service and outreach. Some sald they
used the center to gain access to a larger storehouse of materials’
for course work and that giving workshops there sensitized them more
to practltloners perspectlves. In two cases, un1ver51ty staﬁf -
__felt the center had proved a rapid and eff1c1ent relay system “for §
the delivery of new. products and practrces they had developed.
Finally, one ‘informant with a stronger conceptual and research focus -
» and making claims for others like him - said that working with the
center orf 3 project had forced him to reconfigure his conceptual
framework and back off classic experimental' research paradigms in

the/ face of a more complex vision of school pract1ce.

The final column in Table 4-4 shows individual effeécts for

teacher ceonter staff. 1In fact, Grace Bush is the only 1nformant_here,

and the ceil entries "show several personal and professional changes.
Most~are positive: 1ncre?sed status, networking, local and state-wide
~ contacts, managerial and administrative skills and empathy for
E@ctloners needs and‘shortcomlngs. There are two outcomes percelved

as negatiwe: the displacement of her energy from the consultant role,

to the administrator role and role overload. . “

4.3.2. Organization-level Dutcomes

* . /

Table 4-5 provides @ matrix of these organization-leyel ’
effectshfmahy of which are simply aggregates of fndividua%’&ezel i
outcomes. Reading vertically down each column, power and status gains

for schools translated into heightened social recogaition as a result
Q .

FARIS . - p
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Linkage effects
increased within-and between-school exchanges

of the university's involvement in the teacher center.
were alsc present:

and greater ties to North Central via the teacher center. For one

informant, between-school links were forged in the following way:

‘I guess it happens this way: the workshop is like a

collector for people who are interested in the same

topic. They get together at the workshop. Afterwards, \b

they stay in touch and call on eac ther and exchange

a lot of materials and talk about their problems.
For another 1nformant, workshops were little more than a pretext for
meeting other teachers. For another, the center was a refuge, a safe
house £8r like-minded practitioners. _

In many cases, teachers who had  done their pre~service degree at

North Central patronized the center more often. All informants

mentioned this phenomenon. Teachers trained

elsewhere appeared to be

#
In classes
at North Central in which course work included visiting the center (to

more vague and doubtful about the usefulness of the center.

borrow reference materials, to carry out an individual project), use

) was still greater once interns graduated to their own classrooms.

Familiarity bred use.

Maintenance and growth effects recur in a form that was covered
reasonably well under individual-level outcomes: sense of being updated,
access to new ideas, successful combat of roytine, expanslon of
instructional repertoires, creatlon of a peer support system. Building
administrators could focus on areas not treated by center workshops,
although most began’simply to turn over the organization of in-
service days in their building to the teacher center. Both teachers
and principals felt that the center. provided an increased resource base

for schools, helped with building-wide innovations and added breadth

and diversity to classroom instruction..

At the level of district and county superintendents' offices,

positive outcomes were judged to be modest but an improvement over

previous practices. Access to unive®sity practices and products was
-

more rapid and promlslng practices in area classroom more rapidly

dlssemlnated. Since foundation and unlver51ty monies helped to ¢

{

underwrite the center, internal f ds/gbuld go elsewhere.:

There was

some indication that in-service eduyation now had a higher priority as
. J] ¢

a result of the center and that recruitment of teachers for rural schools

} enhanced by the promise of continuous profesdgiona! development,

_-.. (,\ ) Y
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but thesk claims may have been rhetorlcal,
Finally, outcomes at the level of the teacpprs association were
reg1stered ;they followed the line of remarks nade by individual teacheys.
Note that the teachers' association played no role at Arcadia. The

Three vaers assoc1at10n appeargd to have been re1nforced by the center «
through,sOC1al recognltlon, gregtef cohesiveness and eased access to
& recertification credits. The school board eplspde (see section 6)
strengthened members' resolve'to resist attempts to dismantle what
they saw as one of their resources and, in that process, increased
the association's commitment to the center. There were slight indi-
cations that the center, through its workshops and "sharing" sessions,
had contributed to a general increase 1n teacher militancy throughout
e district. = - -

Effects registered at the university were generally weaker than

those for the school district and considerably weaker than at Arcadia,

ere the cehter was nested within the state college. Looking first

at\the elementary education departmeént, which had the greatest number
of enbers interacting with the center' ~ to some extentabecause Grace
Bush was a teaching ass1stant there - increments were reported inithe
amount of contacts w1th local teachers and-in the improvement of
instruction for the pre-service program. Respondents saigl they had

a better map of practitioners and of their concerns as a result of

cbllaboratlon w1tb the center, and that this carried over: to. their o
» a

"'zn £3

courSework. _For one member, research foc1 had been re-dlrecteé and

~

made more complex. For several, the teacher center was an opportunity

- to.c0ncentrate the1r outreach efforts on one unlverse.

At the level of the college of education, 1nformants saw several

advantages: status enhancement for having succeeded in creat1ng the
teacher centetr network, streamlining and multiplying links with
area schools, generating new revenues through post-graduate credits, -

. increased access to state-level funds,increase in course materials,
inprovement of special programs (through consultations with Grace Bush),
*and the establishment of a more rapid and -efficient conduit for the S

dissemination of new practices and products. This last item also:
appeared for staff in other faculties, who developed new curricula or
materials and sought an expedient way of disseminating them to local
schools. Apart from that item, there were no reported effects beyond

E Y
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the college of education - another contrast with the Arcadia center.

Instltutlonallzatlon We refer the reader back to Table 4-1 on p. 151
T to compare Three Rivers to the network as a whole and with the Arcadia
Teacher Center. The table- hypothes1zes that the Three Rivers center

was not strongly institutionalized. Although its outreach was increasingly

»

/ W1de, its act1V1tues were not judged to be 1nd1spensable to district —

“teachers and admlnlstrators ' or to university staff., Strong su;!)ort
came from the\collede dean, but other un1vers1ty -level backing was

diffuse and did not compensate for fa1rly low levels of suppert on the- '

pax& -of school dministrasors. Only recently had teacher commitﬂent !

solidified, but|this may Rave been ephemeral and tied to a single 1ssue.

One informant rtflected .on %this: '

. . What that meeting at the school board showed
was that teachers may not be using the center all
that much, 'but they didn!t want it taken away."
They wanted it there as a resource. They Wante&\
to keep it even if they weren't using it.

\,

\

- - Rewards accruing to teachers were numerdus and concrete, but
modest. Informants were more muted than at Arcadia; the center appeared
to have made less of a difference in theirﬁclassrooms.l‘There were also
rewards at the administrative level: the center took over and expanded
.ip-service, thereby filling a void~that* principals were eager to fill.
To tite from an interview with a principal°

- Principals used, to be a.lot more active in currlculum
=reform and in-ser.ice, but over the years we've had-
to do a lot more administration and paperwork. So
. ] we've spent less time of those things. There'sa void .
there, and the teacher center has moved right into it.

The center also serviced the district with external funding and freed up
money for use in other areas of concern. But these payoffs were
1nterm1xed with reservatlons about the whole enterprlse. Also, most
district administrators’ had other bes of getting to the college of
education - relying on informal re ationships ~ than through the
center, which xobbéﬁ the center of ah impogtant- source of leverage.

. Few university staff profited directly from the center, although .
.there were institutjonal payoffs 1n hav1ng an 1ntermgd14&y agency to
recruit teachers and organ12e§1n~serv1ce,to generate revenues through h\‘
enrollments and to act as a conduit for the dissemination of new programs.
Rewards to center staff were meager, as reflected in the high rate of*
tgrnover and in complaints of role overload.

-«
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Stable funding was unéert;in. One informant felt that when

‘the schocl district took over majority funding of the center, it would

* ~»
he "the kiss of death." - .

" I just give the center a few years to live. The
superintendenfs just don't support it all that T
much; that's why they tried to cut it out of the ’

* _budget. When they pick up the center's budget, 1
they'll make it a much smaller operation and
spend the money on something else. ~

Others reésoned that the Qicto at the school board meeting had
solidified the financial base'Zi the center, although the budget had
been cut bacl§ for 1980-81. Overall, it seemed ironic that when the
Three Rivers centerﬂhag finally become visible and useful to a large
number of area teachefs and principals, and had created durable links
with a small set of university staff, its-institutional.ipd financial
pase still appeared fragile. -

4.3.3. Neqative Outcomes ‘and Cdgts

-

Df¥fsincentives at the individual level seemed limited to role
confusion and ovegload on the part of teacher center staff. At the’
institutional level, the following items are notewdrthy:  «

e for the teacher center: ngal displac%ment qf teachers to
large-scale workshops taken essentially to accumulate recertific%tion
credits; ! \

e for college staff: overextension of some members of the elementary

education department, who added the teacher center to an already long
list of- outreach commitments, with ensuing sacrificés to the quality of
ceursework (e.g., more seminars taught by teaching assistants); .

%t

e For school administrators: loss of control over the choice

. s . . : : g . .

of in-service topics and instructors, some loss of s¥atus to principals
in transferring in-service to the center, increased-friction with .

‘teachers as a result of disagreement over the priority of the

teacher center.
P
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5. THE FUTURE - : «
5.1 -FUTURE OF THE STATEWIDE NETWORK,- ,
B -
Predictions are, of course, soeculative. In this instance, the’

L4

on-site consultant provided predlctlons that were tested_agalnst
analysts’ pronectlons for'the network as a*whole. They can be laid
out briefly. ' ¥ ‘ \
Inst1tut10nal patterns. If the network receives federal funding,
a%hich appears llkely, it should be able to cover the state with 11

centers. Not all w1ll prosper and one or two may dissolve for lack of

strong_local leadership/end lack of support from school district

administrators. The network itself is likely to endure as a state-level

forum and as a federation of autonomous and s1te-spec:flc local centers.
. 051ect1ves and gLeds are likely to_remain in the present configura-

'tion. The networkA;;o 1ts centers are pluralistic but activist, which is
a robust formula foé contlnuatlon. Coordination between centers is likely
to grow as the state channels more programs and in-service efforts

through the* network. There w111 be a healthy tension, in all 11ke11hood

between local demands and state—lnltiated projects.

. _ Staff turnover within individual centers may be endemic to the

enterprlse. oor41nétors span boundarles among three parties - the
ozing¥staff[ and district administration - and tend to

pollege, tee/
seek career ‘pursuit in one of the three, using the center as a tran-
sitional wéy station.’ Turﬁover is dlikely to be lower when centers are more
firmly rooted in, and institutionally claimed by, one of the partles.
ThlS forﬁula appehred to work well at Arcadia, where the center was part
of the college and the coordinator devoted V1rtually full-time to center
activities. 1In contrast, institutiondl orphaning occurred at Three
Rlvers, where the ccordinadtor spanned three worlds but could not oot
the/center firmly in one of them. Frustration over this state of
aﬁfalrs, comblned‘aith the perception of an occupatlonal dead end, have
lessened the iikelihood that the Three Rivers coordinator will continue.
Resog;cesvare llkely to remain scarce, even with federal funding.
This is llkely to heldhten institutional fraglllty at the newer .centers

and reduce the activity mix that is otherwise expected to remain the

‘same.
it
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Interorganlzatlonal dynamics should/nob shift radically.
we can expect increased levels of confllct over the distribution of
federal funds, as each center looks to 'its own survival. There may also
be sharper conflicts overxr terrltorla%?lssues, as the pool of in-service

trainees coptzfyés to dlmlnlsh and cénters geographically close to ohe
£ This may give way to a semi-contractual

However,

another competé for rollments.

£ labor (e.g., one

T ————— =

agreement on territories or a functional division —-
center handling language arts, another science}. lternatively, omne % -
center may unlntentlonally ‘drive another out of business. A }
F1§§11y, as the centers move from external to internal funding, they ‘q_]
, may be caught up more ,in interunecine struggles between member organ- - ﬂ%
izations. K : - ﬁ‘@
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T, 5.2, VIEW OF THE FUTURE AT ARCADIA
Relatively little interviewing time was devoted to predictions of

future contextual or cperational changes. A more rigorous exercise in
. prediction-making was done at Three Rivers (see section 5.3) but not at
°  Arcadia. Howsvwer, there were segments in the field notes that can
: reinforce the spegj;ations that follow.

"Changes in in titutional patterns were likely to be minor. There
had been requests/from additional counties to join the teacher center,
which presented fessing and Goff with the dual dilemmas of overload
and overpopulation of the policy board. A tentative degision was made
to expend membership and to rotate delegates to the policy board. 1If,

however, ap M.A. program were authorized, there was the possibility‘
that workshops would become é?re structured and more demanding. .

Change%F;n néeds and objectives. Some evolution was going on here"
at the close of fieldwork in November, 1980. There were four major
thrusts. (1) First, the center was-concentrating more energy on
outreach directly in the schools. There wee plans to demonstrate

new modes of classroom organization and the use of new materials by

901ng out to schools from which only a few teachers had part1c1paﬂed .

1n the two-week‘x\slts to the center where these techniques had been - -
- modeled by interns. _If more money became available, a new person

d%uld be hired as a "fleld <jent" for the center to communlcate and

/
follow up on requests from area teachers. J

(2) A second area of development was outreach to the coﬂgunlty.

#
Plans were afoot for an art gallery for area residents and for computer
software for area farmers. The center had developed the nature trail, L.
provided more facilities for community groups to meet and was helping |

. to organize a cultural festlval (a c¢hautauqua) 1n the region. ,§;
—— ~ - (3) Lessing was beginning to experiment more broadly in the Lo
1 domain of peer teachang in in-service training. Up to now, fellow e

-

teachers had only taught one-time workshops. The multl-grade teacher _—
training project had been designed to 1dent1fy, film ané use as course
1Qstructors a corps of "master teachers" throughout th% state.

(4) Finally, the teacher center was bedginning to/serv1ce state~
major materials *

:°  level educational needs. It had contracted to play ?

develorment role in both a multi-grade teacher trai/ing project and

v -

I
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a nutrition education project. There were negotiations for Arcadia
to participate aleng with other centers in the network in a state-
funded program in art and music. Visits ahd phone calls from state
officials had become more frequent.

. Changes in personnel were unlikely, except for the possible addi-~

tion of new staff as prograﬁs were expanded and center staff over-
.extended. As noted earlier, a staff member of the art department was

soon to move into the center and become part of its staff. Resource .

levels were likely to grow as a result of program expansion, the
increments for the center contained in the college-wide five year plan and
the possibility of two additional sources of funds: a grant proposal to
extené the nature study program (see the "nature study serial" in
section‘ﬁ) and the statewide teacher center network proposal for
federal funding. There was also the strong likelihood of additional
space and the further development of the materials bank. Two uncer-
tainties remained nonetheless. First, sharp cuts in federal funds Zould
eliminate both grant monies and the statewide network proposal.
Next, continuing reduction in enrollments at Arcadia State, as the
birth rate declined and more families moved tgbiarger cities, would
affect levels of support from the college budget. Although the
psychology and education depaitment had already made the shift to greater
in~service acfivities, other programs remained almost exclusively pre-
serv;ce_and were likely to enroll fewer college freshmen. This would
‘depress the overall college budget:

The shape of future activities was more predictable. Shifts in

objectives would call for more effort in outreach directly into the
schools, more activities aimed at non-educators in the area, greater
collaboration with the state education agency and further attempés to
use the teachers-teaching-oﬁher-teachers format. Otherwise, there
were s&veral extensions plﬁnned for existing activities: an increase

'; in the number of summer wd@kshops from eight to thirteen, the

-

development of activity ;h the area of micro-processors, the extension
6?‘tﬁéJéﬁérgywéducéfiéajgzogram with workshops, displays and a focus
on so{ar.energy and coal development using scale medels; the proposed
art gallery; the intensification of the special education project by
developing a program for gifted pupils in thrge counties surrounding
the center; the extension of the maFerials bank, for Indian studies

with the creation of a No:th Dakota room housigg displays and resource

IToxt Provided by ERI
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materials; and the extension of the naturE’studies project to a wider
audience if the proposed grant were funded. What is striking here

is the pace of program extension, not only in the creation of a new
project or focus but in the continuous expansion and differentiation
of existing activities.

Future interorganizational dynamics may be more eldsiveto predict. .

Consensus was likeiy to remain strong; all parties had strong incentives
to continue the center's mandate. Some conflicts over domains of
expertise within the college were expected to surface, but the policy

" of co-opting college staff for special projects and of offering tﬁe
center s facilities for coursework were likely to maintain high levels
of suﬁport for the center within Arcadia State. In terms of bargaining
and power, the psychology and education department was expected to

grow more influential as a result of the center's expansion and

the rapid development of extension activities, for which the department

was responsible. Few shifts in knowledge transfer patterns were :
likely, although the approval of an M.A. prograﬁ coyld render more ’
academic much of the center's teaching. Appreval of that program would
also increese the staff of the elementary education sub-division by

two to three members, thereby improving the teaching and service

capecity of the center but making it difficult to maintain the

.
personalized and communal character which, in many ways, held the

" - whole enterprise together for its staff, pre-service students, and

participating school people. .
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5.3. <7IEW OF THE FUTURE AT THﬁ%EwiIVERS .
"We did not intetregése reeﬂindents at ThreeYRiver~ about the
future, _ However, sebsréi persons raised the'gssue spoitaneously; their
concerrn was whether the center would survive staff turnoyver and = °
loyered levels of fuﬁding. In additiogiithe-on-site constltant at .
assigned to the Three Rivers center, made predictions in
listed belay. | _
Immediate changes in 1ns£1tutlona1 Eatterns were unfav rab

‘Center personnel felt "just able to keep (our\ heads ahove &iter i
with the mult1p1101ty of activities to organize with a sKeleton staff.
In that respect, the reduction of center hours and morths (from nine
back to severn) may have been a boon, but 1t was pereelved less as

By the end of 1980 81, policy
.board members appeared to be tifed out and unable to make decisions

a sign of retreachment "than of Gecline.

FOor instance, it was °
/

" rapidly.  Most were too involved elsewhere.
difficult to find a president for the policy board. 3

Changes in needs and objectives we<e unllkely. The on-site

-~

consultant predlcted that "acti: ities will continue to be‘fhe same if’

only because of therlack of:tlme and personnel to do otherwise."
First, ‘the

teacher center had taken over the organizatipn of Saturday workshops‘

T™vo more favorable projections could_alsc be made.

and the multi-cultural in—serv;ce training project from the university
and appeared to be better entrenched‘es middleman between the college
of education and local school perspnnel. - To the ‘extent®that college
of education contacts to the schools ran through the center and sehool
administrators were obliged to use the center as the conduit to the
‘college, the teacher center could lay claim to a strategic gate-
keeping funciton. Secondly"yhe school board meeting and the ensuing
restoration of 80% of the funds to be carried by the district led to
a perception by some teachers that the center was a secure entity
belonging to them. / i

- Changes in personne} were omlnous. The local- resource colleague

was no longer funded and funds.for the co- coordlnator apparently had
This left two half-time staff and the
The

been piowed back into operations.

possxbll ty that one of them, the coordlnator, weuld not be there.

- ‘
i[]{J:n-51te consultant estimated, as did other 1nf@rmants, that more help

.......... ¢ / . s
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and a full—tlme coordinator were needed.simply to keep operation at the
saag level. . . : . ) ~ ‘

# Resource levels were down by 20% from the previous year, although
f' there was a slim chance of tapping college of ed.cation funds. Beyond
“_ that, the continuity of resource provision by the school district was

‘ uncertain. The school bqg:d chairwoman said:

Future bujgetxng is really unpredictable. . The -

economics faround us has chadnged the’ complexion
~MMM”fM’6f‘school board decisions. Everyone has ,become
: ‘more cautious and more conservative...One thing

that could happen is that the board would ask

e o Ehe_teacher center to.work -in-specific areas -and .
earmark funding for that.

-
i

For the most part{'the future activity mix was likely to prolong
existing formats. The teacher center had refined an apparently
‘succesgful program comprising one-time and continuous workshops, drop-
ins, geglal activities common f{o other teacher centers in the network
" and university projects. In 1980-~81, ‘there had been more 1nten51ve
contact with pre-schoqi teachers. This was an area center staff hoped
to expand and one in which they,'saw possibilities for a greater local
impact. Also, attendance fre the gounty schools had increased, which
”’generated gupport and opened the door to projects tailored to teachers

who could not come easily for "sharing eved;ngs"‘and one-time workshops.
Interorganlzatlonal dynamlcs were hard to predict. The most
llkeiy scenario was that the district administrators would get together -
Wlth Faul Saganne at the college of education to york out a longer-
term policy that could keep the genter alive while avoiding inter-
. institutional conflicts. One 90551b111ty would be that the college
of education take more 1mmvd1ate respon51b111ty for the center,
. including 1ts budget. A wise courseé of action here would be that of ~ {
s puttlnq a senléf college staff person 1n charge. ~Another option waould
" - entail releasing a building pr;nc1pa1 or hlghly respected teacher to

coordxnage center activities, while leaving the current governance and : %
budgeting system in place. In both cases, it was likely that the - ¥
modal patterns of- knowledge transfer would persist, favoring between- :
teacher exchanges and short-term expertlse brought to practitxoners
from college staff. If the unlver51ty took more initiative in the
future, one could expect to see an increase in the number of longer-,
¢ “rm collaborations with distr;ct schools.

f[l{c A y
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ndynamlcs of the arrangement between schools and colleges of educatlon.

'both Three Rivers and Arcadia would apply for a grant to the arts

RIC <21 | -3

6.1. SERIALS AT ARCADIA

6. SERIALS - e i
}
Within each of the cases in this study, a subsample of micro- i

analytlc events wg; chosen as a means of capturing the interorganizational

These mlcro-analytlc case histories sampled two kinds of events:
substantive events,focussed on the execution of a core or typical

activity, and institutional events having to do with a key or

representative organizational episode. Five serials were investigated

at Arcadia, of which four were substantive. Four of the five are
presented'\yre in capsule form, space constraints obliged us to sacrlflce
an account of the "energy educatlon" serial.

6.1.1. The Poetsjfn-Re51dence Project Serial

Rocts. Lessing first became aware of this program from discussions
with teachers in a neighboring school district who had pérticipated in
it. The basic structure is simple: a poet would be in residence for
épproximately one week in a school building, working with pupils on
creating and interpreting poetry, then meeting with teachers who had
observed these sessions. The teachers with whom Lessing spoke were
enthusia;tic; they praised the pedagogical skills of the poets, .the
receptiveness of the pupils and the quality of pupils' writing.

_Some)monrhs later, Lessing got in the mail a brochure outlining
this prégram and others (e.g., similar projects for music) organized
by the state council on the arts. There haa_been preliminary contacts

between Paul Saganne and Peter Handlin, one' of the delegates to the

state-wide advisory board from the state education office. It was x
»

suggested that the teacher cenrnters might want to get involved, so a

brochure from the arts Counc11 was sent out to coordinators.

The project was dlscussed over the telephone between Saganne, 2

"Lessing and Grace Bush from the Three Rivers Center. It was decided that

council. Candidates for poets in residence could be foupd at North
Central University in the English partment; they could regch the i
Arcadia catchment area within an hoyr's driving time. 4

a growing concern of his and Goff's for more active outreach by the
center into the surrounding schools:

~Objectives and resources. Forlessing,the project fit well into ]
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- and a full-timéjzaardinator were needed simply to keep operation at the

- same level.
B Resburce levels were down by 20% from the previous year, altho

there was a slim chance of tapping College of education funds. Beyond
that, the continuity of ‘resource provision by the school district was
uncertain. The school board chairwoman said:

- Future budgeting is really unpredictable. The’ N
economics around us has changed the complexion
of schocl hoard decisions.. Everyone has become
more cautidus and mpre conservative...One thing
. <(/ that could happen is that the board would ask
the teacher canter to work in specific areas and
earmark funding for that.

-
For the most part, the future activity mix was likely to prolong
< existing formats. The teacher center had refined an apparently 9

successful program comprising one-time and continuous workshops, drop-
ins, special activities common to other teacher centers in the network
. and university projects. In 198081, there had been more intensive
- coﬁia¢‘¢with pXé-5chool teachers. This was an area center staff hoped
' to epond and 6he\in which they saw possibilities for a greater local
impact. Also, attendance from the county schools had increased, which
} generated support and opened the door to projectshiailored to teachers
.who could not come easily for "sharing evenings" and one-time workshops.
Interorganizational dynamics were hard to predict. The most

likely scenario was that the district administrators would get together.

with Paul Saganne at the college of education to work out a longer-

term policy that could keep the center alive $hile avoiding inter-
institutional conflicts. One possibiiity would be that the college

of @ducation take more immediate responsibility for the center,

ificluding it§ budget. A wise course of action here would be that of (\ ;
putting a senior college ;:;?T\Qgrson in charge. Another- option would.

entail releasing a building principal or highly respected teacher to
coordinate center activities, while leaving the current governance and
budgetingssystem in pLaEe. In both cases, it was likely that the

modal patterns of knowledge transfer would persist, favoring between-

teacher exchanges and short-ferm expertise brought to practitioneys\
from college staff. If the university took more initiative in the

s T T
- .
5
"

future, cne could expect to see an increase in the number of longer~ -7
\;ﬁrm collaborations with district schools.
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6. SERIALS Y

6.1. SERIALS AT ARCADIA ,
Within each of the cases in this study, a subsample of micro- I

analytic events was chocen as a means of capturing the interorganizational

dynamics of the_arrangement between schools "and colleges of educatlon.

These micro-analytic case histories sampled two kinds of events: b

substantive events, focussed on the execution of a core or typical .

activity, and instituticnal events having to do with a key or

representative organizatdional episode. Five serials were investigated
at Arcadia, of which four were substantive. Four of the five are |

presented here in capsule form; space constraints obliged us to sag¢rifice
an account of the "energy.education" serial. ’

1

i

|

6.1.1. The Poets-in-Residence Project Serial ‘ f %
:J

|

|

1

i

-

Rocts. &é:i;ng first became aware of this program from discyssions -
with teachers 1 neighboring school district who had pa;ticipatfd in

it. The basic structure is simple: a poet would be in res%denc% for
approximately one week in a school building, working with pdpils/on
creating and interpreting poetry, then meeting with teachers who/had o
observed these sessions. ~The teachers with whom Lessing spoke were .

the

1
enthusiastic; they préised the pedagogical skills of the poets, 1
receptiveness of the pupils and the quality of pupils' writing.f %

Some months later, Lessing got in the maii a brochure outlining . /j
this program and others (e.g., similar projeéts for music) orgﬁhized 3
by the state council on the arts. There had been préliminary ¢ontacts |
between Faul Sagagne and Peter Handlln, one of the delegates to the

i
‘state-wide advisory boardrfrom the \state educatlon office. It Was i
suggested that the teacher centers mlght want to get 1nvolved, so a J

brochure from the arts council was sent out to coordinators. !

The project was discussed over the telephone between Sag#nne,
Lessirg and Grace Bush from the Three Rivers Center. ' It was 'decided that 4
both Three Rivers and Arcadia would apply for a grant to the arts .
council. Candidates for poets in residence could be found a£ North
Central University in the English department; they could rea?h the /7
Arcadia catchment area within an hour's driving time.

/

Objectives and resources. For Lessing,the pro;ect fit: well into / .@

a growing concern of his and Goff's for more active outreach by the

center into the surrounding schools: -

-

[
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Lessing. we both thought that a college just

can't exist on campus. It has to get out into the

schools if it's going to make any difference.
The program focus also dovetalled with the tenets of the Experimental
Program. For example, poets were to work directly in schools, opening
the boundaries separating schools from the surrounding community. There
was an emphasis placed on creative expression; meter, rhyme, structure
and grammar came second tc more spontanequs and’ free-form poetry on
topics meaningful to pupils. he socio-emotional side of school life
was getting much—qeeded attentqon through such a*program. Poetry
was a good vehicle for integrating curricula, for instance, writing
poems about the natural or the physicél universe. All these were
themes of the Experimental Program. Finally, there was a latent
objective of changing the ways poetry was taught\in the schools by
shqging teachers how their own pupils could respond to an alternative
way~“of appreciating and writing poetry.

" There was a problem with funding. The arts council would put—-up
$3,500 to defray some of the costs (honoraria, materials, transpor-
tation) but required that local organizers contribute $1,000 each along
with in~kind services (secretariél help, printing the poems produced
. by pupils). Saganne made the coordinators attentive to the small fund
in the Gibb Foundation grant- for special projecEs. In the fall of
1979, Lessing and Bush wrote a proposal for théir respective teacher
Centers, asking for $1,000 each.

. When the state-wide policy board met in the fall, these requests
were considered along with others. It turned out that the special
fund did not have enough money to cover all requests. Some were put
off to the following year; others were reconfigured. 1In .that process,
the proposal from Savil was increased and the proposals from Three
Rlvers and Arcadia cut to $800 each. .Therg were immediate * objections.

t was said that the delegates from Savil, being more experienced in
14

the worklngs of the policy board fo. having served two c¢consecutive
terms, had manlpulated the voting in favor of their center. BAs
discussed earlier, this was the first serious conflict within the state-
wide teacher center network, and a harbinger of future problems in

the equitable distribution of resources among the various teacher

centers. 1

Q .
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Ag Arcadia, Robert Goff quickly came up with.thg missing $200,
as.did the policy board at Three Rivers. Three instructors were hired
from North Central University, all close associates of Grace Bush.
Defegapé; from local schools to the Arcadia center used their time
slot in‘the bitmoq%hly faculty meetings to describe the program and take
volunteers. Availdble places were quickly filled.

Program execution, barriers: and facilitators. The program went
smoothly. The three poets fanned:out for three weeks in April and
May, worging for one day in each classroom. The class talked about
poetry, then wrote some, using a non-verse, free-form format, and
discussed what individual pupils had written. The participating
teachers observed the activ;ties, took notes, then met with the poets
during breaks and after school.

From all accounts, pupils were attentive, productive and delighted
with their poems (results at Three Rivers were analogous). THere
were some minor problems. One class was initially disruptive, but *
calmed down. Some teachers used the time to grade papers rather than
to observe. 1In some schools;'physica;ﬂéducation,jpne‘of the children's
favorite periods, had to be rescﬁedﬁied so that, ih.effect, poetry’
was replacing physical education.

A;ide ffgﬁ\preparing an anthology of poems written during the project,
the role of the teacher center was primarily organizat%onal. But Lessing
appeared to have followed the program closely:

.how it was going,.;I called-the poets at the ) }
end 'of each wéek. And I kept in touch with
superintendents anqﬁprincipals. 3

I called each of the schools every day to see N <:

This mode of preventatfbe monitoring probably contributed to the
smoothness of program execution. Another facilitating factor was the
pedagogical skill of the poets themselves, who were comfértabie in
schools and could, forﬂthe most pért; deal with group ingtruction.
Outcomes. Four of the teachers who had volunteered for the program
were interviewed, as was one of the poets. We also read the anthologies
and perused iiewspapers clippings ané';epofts. Testimony was, uniﬁgg://
sall} positive. Starting with pupil-directed outcomes, here are
some excerpts from intervieys: .

{Those children really came ‘alive. They got
¥ involved, even the ones whq had begn pretty
negative about poetry before that.

225
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Hé really got through to the children. They . ' i
came out and wrote some .beautiful things.... °* ‘ - p
. I thought some 6f the formats were pretty : -
oo : mechanical, but the children wrote real” . ™~
H . well. They even picked up on poems I thought '

- #  would have been too complicated for them. -I

& was really surprised' because this group hasn't .
.- been too creative. -
" Two other informants said that* since the project (interviews took place
about three weeks thereafter) pupils had improved the quality and
;jMAproéubtion of prose writing. "They write more and they agonize less
over the choice of words." Pupils also apparently ®rote more about he

~ their own emotions," brought in poems they had come upon in books and .
iﬁ magazines and listened more responsivély to other pupils engaged in

;; reading their poems. Such gains were unlikely to hold over time, but
their short-term effects wgre dramatic. : -

' Effects were aldo strong at the classroom teacher 1evel,'suggesting'

;f that instructional practices had changed. "Two informants said that I
§ they had learned how poetry could be used to elicit emotions; all Sl

reported that they were already using many of the techniques modeled
by the poets. Two said that they paid more attention to their own

K% - 3 k3 . . ’:1) -
writing and read more poetry. ‘The poet who was interviewed said teachers A

had told him~théy were spenfling less time correéting errors and more

%- praising instances of good writing. One teacher claimed farther- °

3

- reaching effects:

£ + S8ince he (the -poet) came,.I feel like I've

3 been working more in depth. I've thrown away

some ideas I used to have about writing poetry,

like pre-set rhyming... Poetry is a hard

subject to teach in seventh grade; he taught . PR
me a 1ot about how to do it. -

¢ -

This was a leitmotif. Teachers had felt unsure about teachiné poetry-
and either shied away from it or used conventional format. In ‘other
words, poetry had been an area of weakness. Overall, teachers enjoyed
the project and felt‘thenyad benefitted. A citation from a‘local

news clipping about the program summed up ‘informant's accounts well:

-~

It taught me a lot about teaching poetry. It
was one of the highlights of my year.

- Further developments, future expectations. Lessing s;id that

- teachers had been enthusiastié?)they and others wanted the program to

? %3“ the following year. There Qad been letters of congratulation and
[}KU:)ort frgaéparents, which was unusual. -But funding from the arts -
T P . 1 -
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counci} ¥as liii;gf;i 1981, such that the program would be continued
but on a smaller e. Other spln—-off projects were planned, such as "
an in-~service program for art, dance and music sponsored by the State
education office and the chautaudua.It is not clear why Lessing made .
no effort to-raise additional funds either at the college or from
scﬁbol/§d6inistra ors to keep the project at the same level. It may
be the case - anz\hhere are indications to support such conjecture -
thatactivities in this area were expanded more slowly than in areas
where Lessing had expertise, e.g., science; social studies and math. /
* Analysis. The poets-in-residence serial illustrates maﬁy of the
workings within the state-wide network and the Arcadia Center that -

were examined earlier. The most economical way of highlighting these _

factors is to list them. First, for the statewide teacher center >

network as a whole, this serial exemplifies nicely .

® the "hidden hand" of Paul Saganne as a behind-the-scenes

facilitator of new projects and prospector of external funds: - ©

the SEA "connection," whereby delegates from the state ‘office '
to the network gradually became delegates to the state office from the
network and helped to uncover opportunities.for funding and experi-
mentation; )

: the influence of the Experimental Frogram in the choice of
projects and~iﬁMEhe emphasis on accelerating classroom change;

e the ldbming institutional conflict among delegates to the
network's ?olicy board over the distributibn of increasingly scarce /f
resources among the nine centers;

e the multiple possibilities of linking universities with area
schools by creating an intermediary unit which matches user interests
with“available resources and arranges for those interactions.

For the-Arcadia Teacher Center, this case history‘points up

several of the variables identified in the causal network (see section
7) as iﬁ%ortant determinants of outcomes. Using those variable
labels dng numbers, the followind list is germane:

e Coordinator ideology (6), as shown'in the emphasis on acceler-

ating practice change in the direction of the Experimental Program
philoggpﬁy:

e(low) .access to alternative knowledge resources (14), on the part

of area teachers, who were hungry for knowledge inputs, especially

o *‘nputs that could be delivered to rural schools;

CERIC . '
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i e Coordinator energy (13), which is_the neargst but not tge best
% . apprcximation for the close monitoring of the.project by Lessing; -
i ® Increased capacity (50) on the part of teachers as a result of
4 the program,notably in areas of -weakness or uncertainty;
? e University support (32), illqstrated here in the form of E
. financial backstopping by Robert Goff, who provided the hmecessary
f funds. Lessing‘said, "Robert. took care of all the money.qhestions on
{, _this one, too;"
ﬁ& ® Teacher support (28), as shown Ain the actlve role of the delegates
?-x from the center policy board and the settlnq aside of time during staff
" meetings specifically for matters relating to the teacher center; and __
ii ® Variety of activities (17). Here, as elsewhere, one successful
“: project gives way topseveral others in the same general domain. The
’ "poets" project led to the "art, music and dance" pro:ect, then to

the chautauqua. ‘ ’

6.1.2. Tha Micro-computer Serial

- ‘ i 184

We were interested in tracing one serial connected to the one-
week summer workshop program during whxch teachers formulated an

individual prOJect, met with center staff to deslgn an implementation

" plan, checked out enabling materials, presumably followed through in e —

; their classrooms and sent back samples of pupils' work to obtain tho
' second two credits allotted for participation in the workshop. The
mfzro-computer serial was also interesting because_the teacher in
question had not found the requisite expertise or materials in the
teacher center and was channeled to another department. This provided
a chance to look at intra-university linkage’
Roots. The individual project format was introduced in the
summer of 1979 and proved successful. Som: teachers had trouble
with stimulus overload at the center; there were too many attractive
materials and too great a temptation to stockpile ideas and resouces
at random. By focussing on one project, teachers could concentrate
their energies and improve chances for successful follow—threugh in
their classrooms. Another objective was that of familiarizing
teachers w.th & more disciplined strategy of specifying objectiv:s,
then articulating the resources needed to meet the objective and thé-
7riteria by which outcomes ¢ould be judged.
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Jan Parris taught high‘school math approximately 100 miles from
She first heard about

the summer workshop from a flyer sent to her school; which was not

Arcadia (she was interviewed by telephone),

formally a member of the Arcadia network.  Her initial motivations

~

"were hazy: ®

I was just looking to pick up courses (for
contract recertlflcatlon) . I liked the idea
of a one~week workshop in the sumnol. .. I

- - knew you could teach math using micro-cdmputers,
and there was one at my school.

s . oo . . :
Program execution, barriers and facilitators. Parris said she

had had no previods experience with c hputers. She had trouble
Also, the teacher center had very little

designing a preliminary plan.

a

appropriate materlal &

#

a1

- il

v # tiny section of computers.’ Most of that: waw

- for the elementary grades.'

id / -
- She then conferred with Lessing, who sent her to a eolleague -
% in the mathematics department, "o?er Baneston. Baneston was at a -
& loss: ( ' -
_ ! y it all omputers,

v It was hard to know hoy to advise her. I showed -
3 her a few textbooks that she ,§aid she'd ord:r. )
o Then I sent her to Prof< Hapflley. ~

Handley_"made me aware of the 'gap$ in my training." He suggested

she enrcll in his four-wéek summer course which was difficult for
y

her to do with family responsibilities at a hcme 100 miles away.

agreed on a special arrangement whereby she would come for one full

They

day each week E6r @ month.: : ' *
Af-er sitting in on a few of Handley's sessions, she formulated
a plan at the teacher center, based on "what I wanted,to do when

I knew a lot more about ‘computers":

4

® But I did Qraw up a plan to use the Radio-Shack

computer at my school to teach math. And I asked

them to order some materials they would send

to me, which they sent on a few weeks later. ) -

She completed Handley's course successfully, and remained in
intermittent contact with him (borrowing books). She had no further
communication with Baneston, nor with the «enter,

Q 1n her completed project and receiving notification of her two credits.

2y

' iy 4

apart from sending




186
comes are less interegting here than ffurther developments
(sex be qw). Parris said that she had carried through on her summer e
project|, with, some dlfflculty The oblfgat n to evaluate .the project - jﬁ
‘and submit samples Sf pupild*' work was a salutary stimulus; she mlght -
not otherwise haWe followed through. She, taught math and elementary ]
progra ing to sLx classes and felt that her mastery was shaky, but L

expecté&%to improve considerably the following year. )
Immedi ate outcomes at the teacher cenfer were tr1v1a1. Parris

was one of 25 workshop part1c1pants and had apparently got what,sﬁe

wanted. Her area of focus did signal to/the center that more materials

were needed on micro-processors, notably at the secondary level. . - &

These, including those requested by Parris, Were bought. Lessing was

not aware that Parris had beeq§s1mply re-orlented by Baneston -nor

that she had enrolled in an introducto y course in the math department.

His reaction on learning this was: "Vie important thing is that she

got to the resources she needed.”

) ) s
Further develcshents, future exchtations illustrate well the

expan51on of activities within the teacher center, together with the

____lncrease_;n~exnhanges_betmeen_teacher_center_sta£__and_members_of_other;_—————-

departments at the college. However, we begin with Jan Parris, who said

she plapned tu enroll in a workshop on math activity centers ("that

students can use while othere are working with the micro-cqmputer")

during the next summer session. A-~ide from this workshop at the - ' .
teacher center, she had signed up for a mathematice scourse and a computer
courselipy correspondgnce) at North Central University - both for

cnntlnulng contfract credits.
Follow-up Within the mathematics department at Arcadia State -

was extensive. Apparently, Jan Parris h~d been a cataiyst. Baneston
said, ’
I thought to myself, we'll:just have to get i
some more materials so we can help those people.
I wrote to several companies and got a whole
stock of software and workbooks on using and
programmlng micro-computers. Most of it is
self-Instructional...The next person who wanders
in and asks for help is going to find some
sophisticated equipment here.

~

‘I“
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He also went to Goff and planned the workshop for the 1981 summer

_program at the teacher center on use and programming of micro-computers.

The arrangement was that a math instructor would teach the workshop
thrgugh the education department at the center. "It won't scare them

'that way, like it would if we ran it through the math department."”

Baneston then worked with Goff and Le551ng on setting up a
terminal in the dERxeg from which math courses could be taught and
pre-service students could work with area teachers who brought their
pupils in for the two-week\sessione. It was then decided to expand
tﬁe*software base to offer training and services:to area farmers for

‘accounting and record-keeping. These projects are now underway.

Analysis. This serial also illustrates several of the tore
variables displayed on the causal network:

-

e Contract requirements (l4a), perceived benefits to teachers (16)

are shown here in the impetus fox teachers to enroll in in-service -
programs and the benefits preceived in using the teacher center where

.credits are accorded for practice-usable workshops;

® University service centrality(5), as reflected in the special

arrangements made for Parris by Handley, the course instructor, and
in Baneston's follow up in the math department;

-

w Intra-university linkage (43) was facilitated by the tfact that
many staff members in other departments were former teachers and

taught to future teachers in their coursework. The serial shows nicely
how links between the teacher center and other depgrtments were forged;

‘e The center's craft-usable resource baseé (18) was caught napping

here, with a dearth of materials for secoq@ary-level users - a problem
discussed earlier. The seriali shows how these gaps are filled (a) by
orders on the part of users and (k) by link<¢ to specialists in other

.

departments;
® Gains in teacher capacity (50) through inputs provided either
by or via the center;

L Dlver51ty of objectives (22). as illustrated in the branching out

from a summer workshop tc the incorporation of the micro-processor in

the pre-service program, then to a project to plug non-educators into
8
center resources by attending to needs of area farmers;

% 22,

S
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® Extent of use (24) by area teachers, who tended to return to the

*_ - C€enter once they had used one of its services; and

Parris could draw not only from suﬁﬁer programs at Arcadia ‘but also at

~ North Central University in Three Rivers, and could also get credits

i;:/through the extension program at North Central. : *
Finally; tHe seri2l provides a glimpse of the relative isolation

of secondary-level teachers workKing in rural schools,often as the

sole teacher of their subject matter in the building. Clearly, the

- cepFer S emerging policy of more aggressive outreach directly in area

schools was aimed at addressing this problem; As a general trend, the
center appeared to service best khe schools in immediately surrounding

areas, then those in more remote communities, if only because proximity
allowed teachers to come in more often.

6.1.3. The New Room Serial

é This is.a case history of an institutional eplsode,‘the extension

of the teacher center into space adjoining its present faczlltles. As

it turned out, the story was a brief one; its stricture is best

[

#  captured as a problem-solving cycle.>

QS) ® Inter-university competitiveness, (23) reflected in the fact that

To

+___————Awa%eﬁcss—of—need———rne—maiﬁ* esource room at the center was

beginning to get ovvercrowded, yet Lessing had in mind the extension of
?4 display areae\@nd classrooms. The energy education project, initiated
by Saganne at North Central Universiiy and channeled through the teacher
center network, had begun with a summer workshop. Lessing now planned

to extend it by ordering and displaying more materials. Also, the
present arrangements only allowed for one class to be taught at a/tlme
without breaking the concentration either of students or of teachers
dropping in to consult and borrow materials. Lessing and Goff were
also Iooking for ways‘to encouragz2 staff from other departments to use
the facilities of the center.

o Diagnosis and search for resources. Lessing, consulting with

Geff, concluded that he needed several rooms or “one large space that
could be subdivided. The most likely candidate was a large (40' by

- 20') room in the basement of the old main buil
the center through a corridor ieading to tke n

g that adjoined
er buildings. The room .

. | was not being used, other than as an inform 7 lounge for coffee for
college staff who had other, more comfortable lounges available tofthem

I:R\K:ampus. It would increase available space by about 40%. q‘ﬁshh
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" As Goff put it, more diplomatically: K

'adminlstratlon was aware that the center had become a draw1ng card fox* Cos

-and contract recertlflcatlon. It was also aware that the psy hology and
educatign department had pursued aggre551vely and successfu an
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Development, implementation of a solution. Goff made some calls. \

He found out that no department or administrative unit was using the

space and none had designs on it. He and Lesging then wrote a'short ’, .
proposal, including a layout,of the rooms and their proposed use, a’ .
justification for the extension and aa estimation oflcoéts for wiring,
1}ghting and refurbishing ($200, the remainder to be dohe by Lessing,

his staff and work-study stugents). _Goff met a Meek later first with

the oresident, then with the business hanagerz//:ork on the area began
a féx§weeks later, and was completed in time, for the fall,semeeter of
1980.\

In the proposal and during face-to—face meetlngs thh colleqé ’

- Vi 4  Ews ot e —-— it v s vomeem ma—ye]

administrators, Goff and Lessing argued for the ney space_on‘the ' 3

following grounds' i . »

- ° the space was under-utilized, . ;;
e only one workshop could be carried on at a time ‘in the N
present facilities, ? -

e more display room for the center was so&ely needed, {
e the funds required were small, \° ) ;
. ® dther departments would teach out of theee facilities. ] fﬁ
. . ‘-

4 . L .
L L > B = 230 ome - SdIgd g QO O Oll. = 0 =Tof=
; :

recruifment anddﬂ%d helped to bring 1n revenues through speciaY programs

extensioon program throughout_-the reglonﬁand, more recehtly, throughqu_
the stdtefin collaboration with the: state education agency. None of
this appears to have been discussed at these meetingé,_hut was taken for
granted by both sides and:prgbably facilitated approval of the requesta

It's easier to get support'elsewhere in the
collegerfor new monies or more space now that
the center is seen as an important part of - -

the college. It's been establlshed - g\_;

Outcomes. Three seéarate areas were created: A large cehtral )

area contained displays in energy-education and a sectiop for art ex-
hibits and space for a seminar or meeting for 3} people. Two smaller
rooms were partitioned off the main area, one zdg/ﬂaterials and

cldgg\Brk in special education, the other for physical education.

o 231 | -
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The art professor was soon to move hér office ihto the center and to

teach out of the larger ara. Staff from special education‘and physical %

.education wouid teach out of the smaller rooms. N :
In addition, community groups Alcoholics Anonymous, Weight Watchers)

were sche&uled to use the larger area for evening meetings. i
At the same time as this extension and remodelling were going on. /

.center staff had also decided t& convert two supply rooms on the first

" fleor to display areas and small-group meeting rooms for nature studies

and energy education. The rooms were outfitted with 1nd1rect lighting,
rugs- and wall. decoréllons, all scrounged from the college and the town.
Analxsis. This serial 1llum1nates another set of core variables
\ shown on the causal network, namely those focu551nq on teacher center-
7 - state college relationships. Below is a candidate list: A ,
) Instltut}onal priority of the center for the colleqe (37), ag

" fllustrated by the facility of approval;
' ¢ {Small) scale of the site (4}, making such negotiations rapid

and uncomplicated; o ey
® Status of the center in the college (47): f \\ ,
‘f/ ® Visibility, prominence of the center (30);
® Resource commitment by the collége (48); ’""é

\i
® Eneray of the coordinator:(l9); as illustrated here in the rapidity

L4

of the rate of expansion, the extepsion of other rooms at the same time

* and the mobilization of volunteerd to do the necessary.work,
® Clout of I0A leader (31), which ifi this instanee refezs;both :é
to Lessing and Goff, perhaps-more so to Goff;
\;ﬂyniva*sl'y support {(32});

s

.
i e

e Variety of activities (17), as shown in the diversity of functions

(display and exhibit areas, small seminar rooms, larger classrooms)
and the extension of the current program (expanding energy education,
introducing art activities);

® Diversity of objectives (22), shown by the co-optation of other. '~

T—

.departments (art, special educatiop, physical education) and the out-
reach to the surrounding community: -
e Intra-university linkage (43), embodied clearly here in the new ~

connections made between other departments and the center; and




teacher center durlng the period studied. It is a good cameo of the
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° Institutionalizatien (52) as the center was perceived as "esta-
blished" and could lay claim to stable resources within the college.
6.2.4. The Nature Studies Serial

This was perhaps the most ambitious episode in the life“6f- the

LWL e

mult1plxcat1ve effects at Arcadia of one activity in generat1ng others.
We chose this serial initially because it involved cross-departnent
imunl y. As it turned
E to test the emerginé '

collaboration-and targeted the surrounding co
out, these were secondary features. - We also wante
hypothesis that more knowledge would be generated, \iransferred and used / f
when linking agents had strong expertlse and interest in that part1qplar
area. That proved to be the case here and when the‘nature study

serial was compared to other serials (e.g., the poets in residence) E
or to the degree of program development elsewhere (e.g., in computatlonal

math, in grammar angd. composition, in psychologlcal or institutional topics,

AT AP

SRR

1n many, secondary-level subject matters). ’ o T
Roots. In 1976, some 14 acres of undeveloped land just west of . :
the town center.was donated to the local parks commission. The commission ‘g

" consulted with a local ré%xdent, Alan. Janeway, ‘a faculty member in ' o

-

biology at Arcadia State. " Janeway counseled the commission to leave 5
the area as it was, with its natural vegetation and ahimal~life :
(otters and beavers). This was easy enough to.do since the commission ~§
‘ﬁ”‘\no plans for use of the area nor any funds for.upkeep. | g
\Early in 1978, the commission received a letter from- the Youth
Conservat1on Corps, asking_ for proposals in educat1on or conservat10na1 S
act1v1t1es that the YCC could fund. One member of the commission, a
fifth grade teacher in the town, came up with the idea of teachers
brlnglng their classes to the area for observations, plant.and leaf
collection, the study of rocks and soil and possibly some sma 1
exper1ments. The commission discussed the idea, approved it and
nom1wa,ed the commission president, Dr. Janeway, and Be*h Lessing to
draft the proposal. Beth Lessing was Don Lessing's wif it was
she who.had yenerated the concept. /fe
The proposal called for the Youth Conservation Corps to
clear the area, lay down some trails and draw up some formats for

g
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‘nature study by school-age thildren and their teachers. The proposal
was submitted in September of 1978 and approved the following spring. -
A high school biology teacher, Steve Migros, was hired as project
director for the summer program. The YCC workers accomplished all

the requisite tasks. Migros integrated scme components of the brochure’
he had elaborated during the summer into his biology curriculum. In

the fall of 1979, he began bringing his students to the area.

I3

. Objectives and resources. Lessing began to reflect on this project

during the summer of 1979, having followed Ets progress through his
'+, wife and through Migros, a personal friend and the husband of a pro-
fessor in the art department<¥gth-whom Lessing collaborated. He came

up with a concept similar to the one used for the one-day and two-

1

week visits wherein teachers brought in their classes to observe
hands-on work by pre-service interns using new techniques and materials.
In this instance, teachers would bring their classes directly to the
nature area and interns would take charge of observations, experiments
and projects carried out by pupils. a
The parks commission still had no money for maintenance of the

area after the summer project. Lessing proposed that the teacher center
take over responsibility for maintenance and “educational use. He .
found $l,006 in the center bﬁdget tocover these costs. More

accggately4 "I asked Robert (Goff) if we*could do it; he found the.

money in our budget."

He then looked around for helb in designing the area fer.instruction—
al use. Through the grapevine bf Experimental Program graduates, he
located a- school principal in a/neighboring state, who came to (Arcadia
"with boxes and\boxes of materials." Here the ccncept evolved of
setting up t} "learnlng stations" along the trall with different ~
observatlong* exercises and experiments. The 1nterns would move from

_one gtdf;on to the next wich smgil groupq of pupils, lecturlng to

them, direé¢ting observations of animal and bird 1life, having children

write abaud\gnd draw trees or plants and overseeing the collection of

samples of plants‘and leaves. .
Finally, LesSing,. the interns #nd work-study studerits took charge

themselves of maintenance of the area. . ) J-

,Program exetution, barriers and.facilitators. At the start of

the 19V9 fall quarter, the teacher center produced a brochure aboutrthe
.area and a booklet of act1v1t1es for visitors. The class visits were
/ []{J:crlbed in the newsletter, which went out on a Monday. By Wednesday,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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the fall quarter was booked. Apparently, teachers,/ llked the idea
of outdoor 1nstruction w1th the pOSSlblllty of foilow1ng up in the
classroom. ; ' /
Some 15 teachers qnd 300 pupils came to fhe nature studies area
that fall. Foy Lessind, the operation was /smooth and .successful.
There weren't any majoﬁ problems." However, there were some features
needing correction. The dean of the col{ege wante® a syllabus for
submission and approval before this acéﬁv1ty could be written into
the thlrd-year 1ntern/program. Some/rapld guidelines were written
by Lessing and submltted (successfully) by Goff. Lessing said, "We
dldn't want to glze’detalls, we,wénted to keep it flexlble. Another
problem: sthe intgrns, who were “to plan in advance a serles of
obsérvatlo\é\an experln%nts, came under-prepared to uhe area. Also,
few of the teachers followed’up on. the visit in thelr,classes. Some
51mply "dropped off their puplls at the nature study area and went
elsewhere." Lessing. conjectured here that teachers needed more
systemutic help in follow-up exerc1ses. The great number of learning
stations (11) made viSits- rushed and often superflclal.,
The visits continued in" the spring, but severalfchanges were

. made progress1Vely The number of learning stations was reduced to
four. Interns prepared for the visits by preparing a single activity, iy
which involved fairly extensive research and preparation of materials. |
A more elaborate brochure containing preparatory and follow-up ideas
for area teachers‘was wrltten and distributed. There was spade-work

‘on a self- guiding tour for teachers and area residents.

¥

# Other features were added. A Lessing got the idea’ of using the areajg

and its trdils during the winter for cross-country skiing. The center,
with financial aid from the physical education department and R. Goff,
bought 20 palrs of skis and rented them out. Three canoes were bought”’

e -

and a canoe *rlp integrated into the v151ts to the area.

There fiére further spin-off products. Lessing scheduled a
workshop on natire studies in the summer workshop program” for 1980,
and tried to prepare activities through the 8th grade level in order
to reach secondary school teachers. The format for “the workshop was
similar to his coursework. It derived in large part from the Experi-
mental Program. Participants did the same things which pupils would

»} ( 2!._
33
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be doing; observations, experimengs, collections and project work
calling for the integration of basic skills with small area studies.
For instance, a unit on insects would involve observation and d}awings
of a spidgr spinning a web, taking samples of vacated webs and

researching, then writing up one aspect of a spider's .life cycle.

"As for the other workshops, participants received full credit after

they had ¢arried out and documented the project in their classrooms.
Finally, in the fall,<§yo of the new rooms were set up for

research and seminar work’ on nature studies. Lessing ordered more
‘materials and erected displays.

Outcomes. In the initial 18 months, 86 teachers and 450 pupils
were brought through the nature stddies area. Interviews with four
users yielded data analogous to the results reported in the poets-in-
residence program. Teachers said that children were "really turned on"

by the visit, that pupils-began bringing in pictures and samples of"

'plant life for class discussion, that otherwise abstract dreas, such

i

askecolqu, were now discussed with more interest and thoroughness.
Far more in-class work on nature studies was done. “In several instances,
teachers brought their classes to similar areas near the school for
follow-up activities. All informants reported that science had been one
of their weakest areks and that they had jumped at the opportunity to
observe' the interns at\ work, to collect materials and to receive a
more elaborate broch re with ideas foxr preparing and following up on
the visit. N

:Community groups - a teachers' association, cub scouts, retired
persons - used the area more extensively in the second year. There
were morerequésts from area teachers than time slots. Lessing saw
this as indicating "there's a real need here; it's still untapped. "

Further developments, future expectations. The workshop would be

[

continued in 1981. Lessing had already collected an impressive

bulk of materials for that workshop and for the resource bank. Many
were in the form of kits and iearninq packets calling for the speci-
fication of objectives, then offering al ternative activities, many

Of them involving Egghintegration of science with poetry or misic and
art. ’

< ‘

. L
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N Less@)&.had alsd got together with Goff and Alan Janeway in the }
science department t:\\gite a grant proposal to the U.S. Office of J
Education in order to further develop the area. The basic concept i
consisted of teachers within 4 100-mile radius attending a week-long
workshop in nature studies, then ‘carrying out an individual pro;ect in 1
their home schools. . Reglonal conferences "would allow teachers in the
same part of the region to exchange materials and experiences. There 1
was also a provision for the pro;ect staff to circulate aﬂ%ng part- i
icipating schools 1n-?rder to he;p with follow-up activities. Finally, }
the project would yield an extensive‘self-guiding tour~fdr area teachers. |
Funding ($42,000 was requested)-went chiefly for staff salaries and for j
the purchase of materials (e.g., units and learginc stations) and . 4
equipment (e.g., benches).. There was a somewhat Erc forma design for ‘ ﬁ
evaluating the program. At last word, Goff had heard that the prpject }
would be funded but at a slightly lowet level. ' j
There was more. Lessing and)Janeway had also got together on a E
project to set up segments of the nathre studies area for growing , i
‘natlve prairie gragses,Wthh had vlrtually become extinct in the 1
area. Here as well, spinoff activities were planned. It is 1mportant €
to remember that all these developments occurred over a l8-month period. |
Analysis. As in the other substantive serials, there was a. .&
synergistic effect Fzom the mérr;age of enterpreneurship, ingenuity, }
easy linkage with sources of expefg{se and support and a good sense of j
th ducatlonal "market" in terms of teacher needs. The project simply 3j
kept expapding and, in so d01ng, ‘reached out to a W1der public and |
. consolidated irstitutional support systems while at the same time
debugging and dlfferentlatlng the ‘activity itself. These patterns are
shown ard traced out‘to the set of outcomes to wh1ch they contribute on
the causal network-for Arcadia (see section 7). The most pertinent
varlables in the network that are 1llustrated in this serial include
the following: . .
e Coordlnator ideology (6), as reflected in the Experimental
Program approach to nature studies and in-service teacher training;
® Perceived .benefits to teachers (16) and increased capacity (50)

as a result of tutoring in subject—matter areas 1n which teachers

felt weak or %psecure,

>
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Scaln of 51te (4) and number of informal links between schools ’

and tha\college (8), as illustrated in the informal webs linking Lessing

and his wife w1thﬁindrea and Steven Migros and both with Janeway and

the parks comm1 51on. . . ‘
) Unlver51ty localism (12) as shown by the interest of college

sta to operate in and develop the local area; -

\

eEnergy of the cogrdinator, illustrated nicely here in the prolifera-

—
tion of spin-off products and the drive to turn the area into a knowledge
resource base; ;

o Number of. long-term collaborations between‘schools and the college,

which is shown here inthe process by which visits to the nature area
grow to encompass pfeparatory activities and follow-up exercises;’
e Variety of activities (I7), moving from the learning stations to

N the ski and canoe trails, then to the summer workshop and prairie grasses;

e Diversity of objedtlves (22), shown here in the exp101tat10n§pf

the. area for pre- service and in-service educatlon, fox the communlty,

then for purpvbses of oubreﬂac@ to schools lylng beyond the eight
participating districts; -
e University support (32), reflected here agaln in the form of

financial and administrative aid given by Goff, the department chalrman,
——
- @ Intra-university linkage (43), through the collaboratlon -
betiffp Janeway, Goff and Lessing; " ! o

s Extent of use of the center, reflected in the sharp demand for

time glots at the nature studies area; and v
* ¢ Career-relevant incentives (13) of the ‘coordinator, .who embarks

on an enterprise which can help pract;tloners directly in the cla sroom,

-

N
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6.2. SERIALS AT THREE RIVERS ~

Five episodes were chosen at Three Rivers. Three of these ..
micro-analytic case studies were substantive: a micro-computer project,

he ofe-day shut-down during which staff

the creation of activity centeys and an energy aducation project. Two b3
others were organizational: f’ '

analyzed the center's operatilons and the school board meeting at which .

the recommendation to cut funding for the center was overturned. We

report below on three of these serials.

6.2.1. The School Board Meeting Serial . ’ \\\x
gggég. Each year the presideht of ‘the tedcher center policy boaxd

went before the school board to report on the teacher center. This was’. ;i
a moment. to assess .progress and lay out plans for the future. There \\’:
was also a financial accounting, 1nclud1pg projections for. the \i
'follow1ng year. The board meeting in June, 1980, was expected to go
smoothly for the center, especially 51nce the year had been a succeBsful

one. .There was one possible obstacle. the district was to increase its

share of funding for the teacher center by $7, 000 moving roughly from
40% to 60% coverage of the full budget. A few weeks prior to the *
meeting, the pollcy board president, Lois Nelson, contacted the
assistant supgrlntendent, Peter Blake, who oversaw the center at the
district office to see whether any partlcular preparatlon was called
for. She was told there wasn't. Blake even volunteered to present
the report for the center. '

Blake was also a delegate to the policy board. He came to the
meeting of the board ten days before the school board meeting with

.
I T T ST

the school district's proposed budget for the following year. As
policy board member§ perused the budget, some one noticed that the
teacher center was missing. Blake saidc<that on the recommendation of |
"the school board to cut the budget by at least $30,000, the school . :
district had reéommended the elimination of funding for the teacher °
center. The chief reason given was that the center dld not cater o

directly to school- -age children nor service the full qet of teachers

in the district. If cuts had to be made, this was a leqltlmate crlterlon
to apply. , i v
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N, Policy bcard”members were "shocked and disma&ed," as much by the way
: the recommendation had been made, i. e.,w1tnout prioxr consultatlon nor even
.prl r warning,as by the recommendation itself One board member remarked
that if no one had noticed the absence of the center on the school
.district budget, the issue would have been“settled at the school
board meeting with no opportunity to plead the center's case. Within
the district there had already been growing tension between the school
district and school board on one side and the teachers' association on
* the other over contract renewals. The incident over the-teacher center

;= Mmay have fugxther poisoned the climate. ¢
Preparation of the meefing. Lois Nelson contacted the superinten-

i dent, Hal Jensen, who told her that the recommendatlon could be

appealed at the school board meéting. The policy board then made several

i* contingency plans. A speech was drafted, with statistics to buttress

| the center's case. The board then contacted Paul Saganne to request _

that he make a short speech at the school board meeting. Saganne

accepted He, Brenda Buckley and other qollege of educationrstaff

then began ,to call school board members whom they knew personally to

lobby.for the center. 'Other policy board members did the same. Notices

\ were sent around to local schools to mobilize the largest possible

- turnout of district teachers at the meetlng Some teachers declined,

: claiming that the teacher center was essentlally an organ of the

local teachers' association and should be defended by its officers.

Prlor to the meetlng. at least three rumors circulated, each

having a knowiedgeable constltuency Some said that the school board

. "had never been thrilled about the center." ft»was rumored that the
board had let the superintendent khow that the teacher center was
"really mcre of an open house than a serious institution" and would

4 be a good candidate for the budget cuts requested A second group

] thought that the district admlnlstratlon had never supported the center,

but had gone along with the project. as long as other, more valued

expenses were not drained by funds allocated to the center. The

| moment hdd come when other projects would hdve 'tg be cut back tor

vover. the budget increase to the teacher center. Finally, some were

certain that the superintendent had engineered the crisis in order

to show'the school board how strong teacher support of the teacher
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- dean .of the college of education.

be little reaction and the ce ter would be'deleted justifiably from
the budget. As unlikely as this third scenario appea;ed t0‘qbservers,
it had some well-informed adveca es, nctably Paul Saganne, the
o .
The school board meéting. About 40 teachers came, which was con-
s1§h:Jd_a.Str0ngturnout.. They refused to accept. the argument of soﬁe

school board members that other basic\services would have to be cut

' if the center were to be refunded with \a $7,000 increase. It was

suggested that there was plenty of admlﬁlstratlve fat to be trimmed.
Speeches were made in favor of the teacher center by Saganne
and Bill Bedford, the other assistant superintendent at ‘the district
office. Bedford said he had been impressed with the center this
year, and that ﬁé had not always felt that way. He pleaded in favor
of the increased budget.' His argument was that the district had been.

“the victim of instructions by the 'school board to make budget cuts

when it was obvious that some of these cuts would of necessity
strike valid preojects such as the teacher center.
The board voted - narrowly - to restore the original budget and

‘half of the projected increase. This left the teacher center some

$3,500° short £>r 1980-8&), but well ahead of thé full cuts recommended.
Instead of the center, funds for curriculum development were reduced:
Informants interviewed bout the vote, including the school Pboard
chalrwoman, dave three reasons for approval: the number of teachers
who turned up ("that rea14v—rntrm1dated the school board”), the
suspicion that policy board memb:crs and college of education staff had
softened opposition with an effeotive lobbying campaign and, f1na11y,
the reputation of the teachers who spcke in favor of the center. To
cite the school board president: ‘ ’

It wasn't the number as much as who came. They were
highly respected teachers and just seeing them

there supporting the teacher center was probably the
chief thing that turned the board around.

K . ’ ) o . “
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Outcomes and further developments. " As mentioned in earlier

sections, the budget cuts forcéd the center to cut staff costs by

reducing the calendar cf activities to seven months. There was hope

that the full budget would be reinstated the following year. At.the -
least, there was consensus that the school board had committed itself :
to_the center for the coming fwo to three years, barring an unfavorable

yearly review. The teachers''association was pleased to see that a b

strong ‘turndut could overturn an administrative recommendation. It

imk was also felt that this crisis'had consolidated the commitment of .
%areaﬁteachers to the center. - L

- Ana1291s. The school boaxd meetlng serial illustrates several :\“?ﬁﬁ
of th§ leitmotifs wunderlying the Three\EI%ers teacher center. Taking

the core set of varlables in the causal network (section 7.2) which

covensmost of these themes, the following varlables are pertlnent'here°
e No. of informal links (1), well-illustrated here in the

apparently successf lobbylng effort cénducted by Brenda Buckley

and Paul Sagenne; :

€

e (Iow) harmony of teacher-administrator relations (10) as shown

in the confrontational mode in which this eplsode was playua out;
‘e Teacher support (25), well-documented here in the turnout

at the sghool_geetlng, the reputation of teachers speaking in favor

of the center and_the géneral perception, that this incident had

further c0nsolidated‘commitment to the teacher center;

a2 °® University support (19) and institutional priority of IOA

membership for the university (12), as shown by the mobilization of
college of educatlon staff; '

e (Iow/mod.) institutional priority of IGCA membership to school

% district (13), as-seen in the superintendents' recommendation
3 s i
\\\*éithough alternatlve 1nterpretatlons are plauslble here); . '

¥ N e (Low) 1nternal funds (42), well captured here in the school

board's request for &ower school district budgets. .. j

6.2.2. The Micro-computer Serigl e -
7

« "This episode is impo in several- respects. First, it appears
~Tto have been the single<most successful project at the Three Rivers
center.  Next, it is a go,d illustration of knoyledge transfer from

the college of education via the teacher center to local ‘schools!/
Thlrd, the jfrlal shows how loosely coupled were the college of

S
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education and the teacher center, so that informal ties carried the

IS

full weight of inter:institutional.exchanges. Finally, this episode ,
points up the positive back-effects on university staff resulting from
their collaboration with the. teacher center. )

Roots. Sam Carr , a professor of mathematics education in the:

‘elementary education department of the_college of education, had

" bought a (PET) m1cro—computer in June, 1978, in connection W1th a

%i course on computer programming for elementary-level mathematics
teachers that he had been teaching for two years. In the fall he began
taking the. computer into schoots for work with children. -He-had an

A 1nformal research 1nterest in determining the age at which chlldren
could operate the programs, and had begun to do intensive work w1th < Ll
one klndergartenervateaohlng h1m to™ program the computer. :

Carr's wife, Sally, was “#he local resource colleague for
the Three Rivers Teacher Centéfr), She followed his :work with 'interest
X .and mentioned it at a policy board meeting, sudgesting that the computer

might be‘Used through tgg teacher denter to reach teachers in lqQcal

NP L
P g

schools. There was a small sum of Gibb Founda®ion money available
for purchas1ng materials; it was suggested that the PET computer might
" be a worthwhlle purchase. Carr first demonstrated the computer for .
Grace Bush, then took it to the next policy board meeting. The
center decided to buy its own compute. and acked Carr to give a one-

v , time workshop for area teachers.

v Program efécution, barriers and facilitators. Carr gave his

; * presentation, then made copies of available programs on cassette
tapes. He also wrote up a'set of directiuns and taped them to the
computer;’ staff at the center set up a lend1ng 11st for sign-out

‘of the machlne by teachers on a one-week basis. ~In the 1978-79 school
year, the computer was seldom checked out.

However, by the foiiowing school yeq:\the machine was signed
out continuously. Ap estimated 500 pnpils used it that year. 1In
1980-81, t®e center bought a second one to keep up with the demand. L
informal feedbgbk was very positive. ' Teachers reported that pupils
loved the computer and had in most cases shown dramatic gains in -
motivation, time on task, even in levels of achievement. :Teachers
also enjoyed worklng with the machlne, but used it with some uncertainty.

To counter that problem, Carr offered a workshép on programming

il:R\ﬂzthrough the teacher center. Unfortunately, most enrollees were -

}_mmmw=secondary—leyel teacters, whereas the greatest number of’ users were
) R



'subject matter areas. He felt that more intra-building linkage

primary-level teachers.
Outcomes. Institutionally, the project had two discernible effects, )
The Three Rivers schoo! administfation, which had been toying with the

- idea of buying a micro-proces<sor for district schools, decided to go

ahead, in part as a result of u. e teacher center's success, although
another model (APPLE) was ordered for each of the district's 16
schools, along with a monitor and disc d~ive. Also, at least one
other teacher center picked up on the idea.- : ‘
Testimony from two informants went along with the general-
enthusiasm reported by teacher center staff. A junior high scho
teacher said that his pupils in math and social studies were more )
motivated, made fewer errors and stayed longer on task as a result of\ c .
the machine. The computar also saved him work; he no longer had to maﬁe
up and run off worksheets or correct papers and giﬁe grades, since-
the machine took over those functions, provided it was properly pro- \\\i
grammed. He found out as well that class drills and exercises could |
be handled using a TV monitor. Pupils were attentive and covergd about
three times'the material that would have been done in the- same time
frame with teacher-led drills. :
This informant claimed that the mini-computer had transformed \ 7
his teachiqg, increased the amount of work that got done and left ! .
hir more time to do individualized remedial work. He also said th% he . -
had now deve&oped a professional interest in compucer programming for
7th - 8th grade instruction in math znd social SCiences. He was now
teaching some of his students to program with computer and had begun to
use the machine for logical reasoning exercises, for spelling and
for ‘more advanced math. Finally, he had become the school consultant

for _pge of ‘the PET computer and had begun to write programs in other

had grown ocut of this'project:

For instance, the school's reading specialist,
the 8th grade language arts” teacher and I got
-vgether to do some programs that would help with
those skills. It made for some real teamwork.

There had not been as many far-reaching outcomes for the second

user who was interviewed, but many of the same effects were reported:
more time on task, less disruption, positive reinforcement leading

to better performance, instant error correction. This was a special
o ¥
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" &we-serV1ce s%gdent public.
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education teacher who claimed that the computer ,was ideal for her

population of pggiizxjhO'were 88811) distracted or dlsplrlted. Whereas

pupils typically s ed on task four to five minutes, they were noy

" attentive and productive for 20 minutes.. She also said "that the.

computer had engendered more peer ‘assistance among classmates and had
led to a more ‘individualized mgfle of classroom management.

Both informants viewed® their experience as representdative o£> »
colleagues at their respectlve schools whao had used the computer. °
They also said that as a. result+of “the céZ;uter project, they amQ
others at tueir schools had become more active “users of the teacher

“center, both for drop in ever.ings and for workshops‘ -

Finally, Sam Cagr felt that the project had affected his ((

" research and teachlng. By working in classrooms in which the computer °

was being used, he was able to work more intensively on chzldren s
mathematical reasonxng and computational 'skills and to translate these ’
data into course work that wa§ far better informed for reach1ng ‘a

-

‘Further developments, future expectatipns. For teacher

center staff, the project .appeared to have.g;elded as mapy fruits -

as were possible. By buying a second computier and scheduling another

workshop on programming for elementary teachers, the center had .
provideda for expansion and greater teacher mastery. The center was

also shopping for higher quallty software that could be’ made avallable.
to users. .

Analysis. Here again, several of the'variables that figure on
the causal network are well illustrated in this. serial. To mention

the most pexr ihent: . Vo

° Nﬁ:’oillnformal links (1), shown well in the trace that leads
from Sa;l Carrxr through h1s wife -to .Grace Bush. Were. that link
between Ccarr and Bush not established,~it is unllkely that the

‘ project wculd have emerged. Carr estimated that: .

there's not much attachment between the center and
‘thd college.” The ties are pretty minimal; they
run along llnes of friendship or family.

] School-unlverslty llnkaqes'144) were increased by means of

:projects such as this 0ne, which brought a college of education staff

I . . .
member more intensiviely into local schools.

M
A
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e “Variety of activities (26}, of which this episode is a good v
illustration in that the project is different from but complements the

"one-time workshops and special-programs linking more than one teacher

center in the network; . i ;
e Extent of use of the center (31), as shown by the number of

_ borrowers and by the gredter use of the center by previously inactive

teachers; ) Coa
© ?ractice,imprbvement (45) and increased capacity (48) at

the school level, as testified by area teachers; and

o Greater within-school linkages (43), resulting from such teacher

center projects as this one. ’ '
»

6.2.3. The One-day éhugjﬁgwn Serial

This serial appears to follow a problem-solving sequence, moving
from a felt need through the application of a solution to an irritating
set of institutional problems. '

>

Awareness of need. After the first)two months of operation during
the 1979~80 school yéar, teacher center §¢a5£ members felt that
operations Qere not going smoothly. There were logistical problems;
each of the three staff members put in a half-time effort but had
virtualiy ao communication with one another. The secretary felt

she was underpaid. Tﬁélnew co-coordinator, Claudia Herrick ,was
dissatisfied, foe'..g that her work qgnszﬂxxichiefly in baby-siétlng the
center.  Visits to the local schobls werc problematic: some Leachers feit
center staff were "spying." Sally Carr was unhappy about the guality

and usefﬁlness of the activity centers she had created. She also felt
‘her job was unclear and wanted a contract-dgaﬁn up for her. Grace

Bush felt overloaded wich responsibilities, .

Bush® talked over the problem waith another resource colleague, ©
Joanne'Puters, during a coordinators' meeting in January, 1980. Peters
had a 1oose)assanment to help both the Arcadia and Three Rivers
centess, but had spent more time at Three Rivers. She agreed with the
diagnosis and suggestoed a one-day retreat session, during which the
center would be shut down., Bush asked Peters-to he a process person
for the mecting, so that staff{ members would stay on track. Peters
than Udrew up a list of concerns voiced by center staff and circulates
it, te be certaln that the core issues for each staff member would
be addressed.

245 \
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Application of the solution. 'The meeting was held early in

Pebruary. It appeared to have gone smoothly and to have been productive.

The group made severg? decisions. A qeekly staff meetln' was planned,

work on activity centers). © the staff decided to visit schools after
workshops but not otherwise, and not to assxgn schools to specific
staff members, as had been done previously. More visits were planned
Sally Carr was given a more Jrecise job title and was promifed more
help in the elaboration of new activity centers. ‘ *

Outcomes. Grace Bush felt the meetlng had been useful, but
that many of the agreed changes had not ‘taken place. Sally Carr had
been skeptical about the one-day meeting and said that the meeting
accomplished little. Claudia Herrick felt the saM™e way. Taken point
by point, however, the retreat session did resolve some institutional
problems:

® Staff communication improved, althoudh the weekly meetings
were often cancetled and teiephone contact replaced the logs.

e There were fewer activity centers and they were better inte-
grated into workshops and spedfél\pro;ects.

- e Staff members felt better about the distribution of authority
and work.

Follow through was less successful with the decision on’!ﬁhoo1
vxsits (fewer took place, whereas more had been programmed, especially
to secondary schools) and overall agreement on goals, which still
separated Grace Bush and Claudia Herrick. Apparently, Bush felt 'that
manaéement of the center should be tollegial ("no bosseé"ﬂ’aéd that

’ assistance given to teachers should be nen~-dirgctive (e.g., "not telling
@ teacher what to do with a yifted pupil wh dvice was asked for").
terrick wanted more administrative, structure and stronger initiatives on
behalf of users. In the end, Herrick decided that these issues could
not be resolved satisfactorigy: she resigned. Carr left in the summer
of 1980, planning %o retu;;j but budget cuts el:minated her job. There
were indications *hat_ Bush too had been worn down by the prganizational
and interpersonal dynamcis of the center. Her work overload had not
iessened. She had tentatively decided not to stay on as coordinator the

]:R\K:followlng year, but rather to concentrate on her dissertation and

i 2y
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teaching a881stantsh1p at North Central.

Analysis. ‘This serial 1llustrates a different set of .core variables
in the causal network from those we have looked at. These focus more
directly’on staff characteristics and teacher center ﬁan;gement. Six
-such variables are listed below: .

e Role demands~on coordinator (39a), stemming from inadequate

staffing to handle all_the center's programs and from organizational

e

confusion over the division of labor among staff;

e Decentralized ﬁanagement (46a), as illustrated in Bush's

insistence that a collegial style of decision making be preserved. This
option also reflects coordinator ideology (11), in keeping with

. _the non_author;tarlan philesophy-ef- the—Experlmental Program.
° (Low) staff stability (46), with the announced or likely departure

of ‘all center staff personnel aside from the secretary;

e (Low) leadership stability (40), shown here in the .resignation of

one co-coordinator and the likely resignation of the other;
® (Low) career-relevant incentives for IOA staff (39), reflected

well here in Bush's decis{on to follow an academic career line that
d2d not overlap with her rzle as co-coordinator. This is in contrast/
to Don Lessing and Carla Smetana at Arcadia State, whose in-service
¥_activities at the teacher center fed into their work with pre—service
teacﬁers and brought both of them further along the career trajectory
they had set out for themselves in Arcadia.

N . :
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7. CAUSAL NETWORKS*
R GENERAL MODEL ‘ . \ ’
In order to map and analyze the propexties of qhe interorganizational
~ * arrangements being studied, we attempted to isolate the factors tﬁat
appeared to account for the outcomes obtained in each of the cases -
studied in detail. Two types of factors were extracted: those which
were common to all cases - some 52 core variables - and those which
were case—épecific. For the most part, the core variables were
empirically driven, i.é., they emerged as important determinants or
mediators across the three cases, We thenh grouped these factors into
empirical clusters and laid them out in the time-linked model shown in
figure 7-1. Variable definitions are given in the discussion‘gf the
R causal network (section 7.2.3) ' ‘ . N \
To review the diagram.rapidly and in a highly simplified way, we
can view it as depicting the life cycle of the interorganizational
arrangement, begipning with thé relationships between the'college/

university and the school district(s) prior to the creation of the -,
¥ R h

arrangement. We hypothesize that the closeness and positive nature of

antecedent coupling determines to%a great ‘extent the commitments made
to this enterprise by the school district(s) and by the participating

college of education. The strength of these commitments than reinforces -

'or in the case of low commitment ,weakens - the efforts of staff members

!
|
|
I
- of the,arrangement. In some cases, the characteristics of the leader
or coogdinator of the arrangement can influenée the level of commitment
in the participating colleges and schools - thus the broken line
leading from staff characteristics back to the boxes for school and
university commitment. ‘ | : p
s®iff efforts lead to the design and implementation of the IOA
program. Succéssful arrangements are characterized by diversity of
objectives, variety of activities and responsiveness_to requests or

. . . . : )
needs of participating units by IOA staff. The progré% can also be

strengthened by external inputs, in the form of funds and/or external

|
" inPocmation and expertise. . 1

* The procedures and products outlined in this section were developed by
M.B. Miles and A.M. Huberman in a national study of educational innovatiQn,
Crandall, D.,et al, A Study of Dissemination Efforts Supporting School
Improvement. Andover, Mass., The Network, 198l. Any use of the

procedures and tools should be credited appropriately.
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: / o The success of program efforts can be jﬁdged by the indicators
. of I0A development, including the degree of use by members, the number . ¥

. and closeness of ties and the degree to which the arrangement becomes .
durably institptionalized. Differing Begrees of development should

then result in differing outcomes at the school and college levels.
7.2. CAUSAL NETWORK FOR ARCADIA ¥

-
\

Practically all the core variables applied to Arcadia, and are
. laid out in Figure‘7 ~-2. For ease of understanding and-use, we take
readers . through the same introductory comments and instructions as
were given to readers at the site who were asked to feed back on'the
accuracy and exhaustiveness of the causal network. s

"7.2.1. Introduction - ' e ]

¢
¥e

In trying to find an economical way of summarizing our understanding
of the site, we have constructed a "causal network" for each of the IOAs
and, if this was the case, for each of the prominent sub-units (e.q.,
‘teacher centers linked to a colleye or university).

The causal network tried to put on one fold-out sheet the main
factors and the ways in Wthh they influence one another during the’
life of the IOA, up to the point at which we stopped collecting data
(for most cases, Jan. - March, 1981). There are two kinds of- factors '
in the network: general factors, ones which seemed important at all
the sites to explain the pattern of events and outcomes; and’ site- - :
specific factors. For example, ‘on the causal network for Arcadia

“"scala of sitc (4) and inter-univ€rsity competitiveness (23) are
., variables unique to Arcadia. T
Also, some of the factors (or variables, as we have called théem) 7)
are in boxes with double lines and others with broken lines. Double-, v

lined boxes denotg variables we thought were of particular 1mportancé
Broken-line boxes contain variables we thought of relatively little )
-importance, but important to include as a contributing faptor ™

At first glance, the figure with its 50-odd boxes and thicket \
of arrows probably looks more like a maze or Rube Goldberg machine
. than a coherent flow chart. As it turns out, we think that you
" should be able to decipher it without much trouble by using the I
explanatory text which accompanies the flow chart. At this state !
‘'of our work, we do not think that a more 51mp1if1ed figurerfgyld do !
\\justlce to the real complexities in these IOAs; nor would— allow
s to cumpare them and to assess whether the current theories about
knowledge utilization and 1nterorganlzat10nal linkage can account
for xpat we found.

7.2.2. How the Network is\bgganized ‘

The network flows as follows: the beginning or antecedent
variables are at the left of the page(nos.l1-12).They give way to
intermediate or intervening variables, which usually come later in

“he history of the IOA; they cover variables nos. 13-48. The outcome

' [}szarlables are arrayed in the far right column, from nos. 49-55.
B ot ~~» P . )
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Each box has a rating, high or low. For instance, box #3, "his-
tory of collaboration,” is high, denoting a school-university
w boration which was fairly active before the IOA was credted.

> 3

number of formal arran

olla-~
e

arrow goes to box #2, "no. school-University formal links," indicating
that the history of-collaboration contributed to a high/moderate

gements Between the two partners prior to the
formal creatidn of the™ IOA. .

2 Somé boxes have "low" ratings, such as #14, "access to alterna-
tive knowledge resources" (besides those provided by the intermediary
agency of I0A).

b}

is no sign above the arrow.

: "low" boxes.

univers.ity formal iinks, box #3."
for the {-) above the arrow.

Low does not mean negative or inadequate.
box, #4 signifies small-scale, not poor scale.

For example,

-~

When an arrow goes from a "high" box to another "high box" there
.The same is true for arrows:connecting

Howaver, then a "high" box is connected to a "low" -box
© "or a "low" leads to a "high" there is a (-) sign above the arrow to
* .1indicate a reverse causal influence. For instanc», (smallness of)
: scale of the site, box #4, .helps to create a high "no. &f school-

e One final detail: There are three global streams in the
.chart. The stream along the top of the- figure has. most of the school

district variable..
university variables.

. tne IOA as a whole.

- g

The low-to-~high sequence accounts

flow

e .

The stream alofg the bottom has most of the .college/
Phe center stream contains the variables fo=

. It might be;best to read through the cbmmentary which follows,
- then look back at these orienting remarks, then read the commentary
- . more carefully as you follow the causal flows on the figure.

7.¥.3. Reading the Network for the Arcadia Site

resource bank

have nearby.

Q

Iin
~id

——external funding

were few internal funds (1) to organize its own in-serv

and, as a result, a low commitment of resources

terms of materials or expertise near at hand

For the Arcadia school district, the antecedent variables prepared !
it well for a more intensive involvement with Arcadia State.

There

e acgivities .
(%) to Arcadia State

"+ prior to the creation of the Arcadia Teacher Center. There were also

(14),

partly as a result of low funds and partly since the district and
surrounding counthes had close ties {(were closely coupled) with Arcadia
State (10). “when the Arcadia Teacher Ceater was created and received

(15), thereby increasing its already voluminous

(18) and allowing for workshops and spécial prcjects

along with borrowing materials

perceived the teacher center as a highly benefj i:f resource

(17), the surrounding school districts

(16) to

. - . .
This was even more she case sifice the center provided

)

)

o

-
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Ay
.an easily accessible and productive way of getting in-service credits

needed for contract renewal (l4a). -
The antecedent variables for Arcadia State College also'predictéd
the .creation of more intgnsive links with surrounding schools and teachers.

The college had‘'a strong commitment to service and outreach (5), with

a correspondlngly lower prlorlty for publication and research. Much

of this was due to the small scale of both the college and the surrounding -
districts (4) which the college was meant to service; the cullege saw ‘
its principal clientele as local (12) rather than state-wide or national.
There was therefore a good match when the ideology of the future '

teacher center coordinator (6) stressed outreach and practice improve- -
ment within the surrounding schools. Another important characteristic

of the coordinator was his background as former teacher and admini-

strator, which made him a "homophile" (7) of the teachers and thereby

a good boundary-spanner between the college and the surrounding schools.

* phese three factors - service centrality, outreach centered ideology - .

and coordinator homophily - combinad to orient the career incentives
of the coordinator (13) toward a more teacher-sensitive approach
inyhis own college--.evel instructiorn and a desire to make an impact
on the local educational' landscape.

The predictors of the interorganizational arrangement as a whole
overlap with the school district and college variables. The\history of
collaboration (3), notably in connection with pre-service training
of teachers, led to a high/moderate degree of linkage (2) between
the college and eurrounding schools and meant that the two entities
were moderately well coupled (10), i.e., interdependent, before
the teacher ~enter was created. There was also, and as a result of the

collaboration and coupllng, good congruence ( 11) between the objectives
of the college and the cbjectives of local school officials and teachers. -

The intervzning variables begin around the 19i5—76 school vear

as the future coordinator moved into a new, enlarged spéce for his
teaching\énd began to assemble a large resource bank comprising (18
kits, games, teacher made materials, commercial programs and publishers'
series. The resource bank also grew as a result of two streams of
external ifunding (15}, one from special in service projects (e.g.,

the ron-degree froyram and the special education project) and the other

i -
L .

)
-~
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from the statewide Teacher Center project with which Arcadia ‘State
was affiliated as a charter member in 1977. External funding allowad
for & widening of the in-service format to include.workshops and sumner
seminars along with special projects sponsored by the statewide network"
(e.g., the poets in ihe 'schools project). The variety of act1v1t1es
{17) along with the wealth of the resource Lase, helghtened the
perceptlon.by surroundlng athnlstrators and teachers that the teacher
center is of benefit to them (16). .
The ‘center than appeared ;o'take off., The'energy of the céordinator
(19y) ) fueled by career-related motivations of service and of increased
local impact, led to & diversification of objel ives ({22). In-service
concerns grew;:rattempts were made to connect olher collegé members to ¢
the center. Mechanisms were put in place to encourage teachers to make
instructional changee‘using the center as.a resource banﬁfand a
stimulant; one-on-one.consultations between area teachers and'teacher
\center staff became more frequent. Use of the center also grew as a result o °
_the coordinator’s perceptlon that area teachers would come more often,
have more professional exchanges with other teachers and explolt the
materials bank better if the center were informal and physically
ecomfortable 120) and if teachers ‘were made tg feel that. Arcadia College
staff ‘were concerned about their professional deéelopren€§
The diversification of objectives (22) seems to be a linchpin.

Part of activity diversification involved longer term collaborations f

(1) between tcachers and the center. For example, teachers brought 1 //
fthelr pupils in for two-week periods; they planned and initiated an v’

lndlv1dual project during the summer workshops and followed throuah on it

'by borrowing materials from the center and reporting on outcomes. N

Thesée two activities got the center into the change-accelerating

- business more directly and the fostering on practice change becomes a

more salient objective (22). Aas this happened, more teachers came

to use the center for one of its several functions (24}. There was

a resulting heightening of teacher support (28) for the center and a
greater depcndence by area adninistrators on the center as the principal
resource for in-service training and ongoing instructional ngrovement.

This in turn increased an already high level of support for the center

| - 253_
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. \
on the part of area administrators {27). Diverbification of objectives

also led to other shifts. Use of the center becdme more central to
_teachers (29}, more built into their monthly and yearly routines of
planning instruction, making curriculum or organitational changes,
differentiating the learnimg process in class,enriching back-up

' materials and getting stronger in weak areas. Teacher centrality in
turn intensified the links between the center and shrrounding schools
(35) , which in turn coupled the two partners still more vlosely {45).
Also, as the center intensified these links, teachers found themselves
exchanging materials, ideas and experiences {39) more than in the
past. Finally, diversity of objectives added to the visibility and
prominence of the teacher center {30}, not only in the area schools
but\alsc within the college where it was seen as successful, as a

-

resource for other departments and as a source of increased funding,
better recruitment of fresﬁmén and of better ‘job placemept for
graduating teachers (25). - ‘

The antecedents and consequences of support within Arcadia State
Céllaqe were important factors in accounting for outcomes obtained
through the teacher center. As the numker of high school graduates
declined (8a), there was increased competition between colleges/uni-
versities in the same catchment area for recruitment of new students M

{23). This also created funding problems at the competing institutions.

As the Arcadia Teacher Center brought in funds through enrollments %n
workshops and special projects, and as 1t seemed to be an attraction
for high school seniors shopping around among the various colleges
and universities, the Arcadia college adminlétration saw the benefits
accruing to the <oliege (25). These perceived benefits heightened the
influence or "clout® of the coordinator (31}, as did the increased
prominreance of the center in the area and within the statewide teacher
center network (30). ‘This contributed to the strengthening of the
coordinator's comm tihent to the teacher center'entexkr1se {36},
leading 1n turn Lo 1cldﬁf3hlp and staff stability {40 and 41).
‘Also, the benelits plree:ved by the colleqae induced still stronqer
cullege=leval supppri tor the centeyp 32), a ygreater degree of ‘dependence
on the center (33 as a centerpiece for recruitment ond Qutreacﬁf
a higher priority of the center within the colleue {37} and an ‘
increased coma:thent of resources (481, notably space and fundg for

purchasingmore resource materials. As the college commzttﬁigxhese
* -
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resources, it also picked up the part of the funding provided externally
.through the State-wide network and thereby helped to ensure the '
(52) as an internally budgeted

institutionalization 2f the center
operation.

Moving closer to the outcomes along the bottom or college "stream”

of variables, diversity of objectxves (22} 1ncluded an attempt to draw
other college instructors and departments into the cemter, both as
users and as partners in collaborative projects or integrated pre-
service coursework. This enhanced links between the center and the
rext of Arcadia State
- staf€ itgelf.

‘among college staff

(43) and even to some degree between college
(47)
and ultimately increased the college's capacity

These links heightened the status of the center

"for service/outreach, along with increasing the resource pool avaiiable
for collc ;e professors~using’xeach r center materials and facilities
(54).

moderate;

It should be noted, however, tha* thesé increases were

the center did not revcoclutionize the college.
Twe intraguing intervening variables, influence of school officials
and teachers on the center {32) and influence of the college admin-

istration on the center !42) bear some commsnt. Both were judged low-

moderate. The logic here is that wnhile teachers and administrators had
clear and strong input into the cenler Lhrgugh 1ts governance and

{
materals-purcie .rocedures, if not most of the center's

15104 many

thrusis came {rom 113 staff, notably CromﬂTts coordinator. Exampies

were the special projects {nun-degree teachers, water diversion project,
encrgy edugation, nature studies, one-weénk workshops with follow-up and
two~weak visits by area <cachers)
(27}

The area supported the center strongly

and considered a1t a high priority (44), but showed such support

i 1 some self-effdcing ways, generally Ly eppraving all initi1atives comina
from the center. Hote als, that both the carly

(% ind 40)

tranng...

and later rezource

commitmnnt Ly the schoslg woere low. There were i1n-kind

services, such as reloeacse Sime andd fravinn to the tenter, but no

funds, for cxrarple, for staff or physical pace.

Such resource
commitment would haer

Leen forthesming had 1t been Aasred {ocr. But

influencn from e o) districts might have bLeoen qreater 1 f more cons:derable
fesourcrs had been anvested, As the arrow ‘rom 548 to 346 shows, the ®
fact that the college 1110k all the {:12ed conts reduced the necessity

"Q area schools to contribute funds.
ERIC ’
. kY N
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' The logic for #42 is similar. As th@ figure shows, the enter-
prising "clout” of the coordinator, together with his commitment and

high "owngrship” of the center, put the college administration in

a more passive, almost "blindly" supporting mode. The teacher center had
a high priority for college officials (37; who realized that this had
not been their initiative and that the best way to nurture it was to

give it carte blanche. So college cfficials were not influential as

much as they were supportive. There is one caveat here. The department

1
chairman was instrumental in most of the center's endeavors, but should :
be seen more as a partner in the project than as an administrative ]

facilitator.
S

Looking now at the outcomes, the area teachers and schools did
not grow measurably in power or status (49) as a result of the
arrangement. Collaborating with the college was not seen as a status
enhancement, largely because of the smallness of scale and the service/
outreach orientation at Arcadia State. Teachers did report a height-
ened sense of prpfessionalism, but this was better connected to the
enlarged sense of capacity (50) perceived by teachers and administrators.
With the center's resources at hand, more could be undertaken and
accomplished, and teachers could remain‘ab;aaét of the field. The
various workshops and consultations resulting from the tighter coupling
between the college and area schools (45) laé’to widespread reports
of practice improvement (51) in the classroom, notably in areas of
weakness,
i As mentioned earlier, the growth of the center also contrihuted
modestly to capecity enlarjement and practice :mprovement within the ////I
college (54 and 55). And hoth the new prominence of the teacher '
centesr (30) and the resources it Lrought in as a result of closer ' .
college-schonl linkage {35) enhanced the status and influence of
Arcadia State (535, leading 1t, for example to propose a posiJ‘

graduate prograrm Gf which the center would be a centrai component.

N
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7. CAUSAL S ) . ,
7.3. CAUS ETWORK FOR THREE RIVERS ' g
A netw for Three Rivers was worked up using the same ﬁrocedu;§§

as for Arca . Assuming that the reader has a good gfip on the general
structure of Figure 7-3, the causal network for Tpree Rivers, we move
directly into the commentary.

~ The antecedent conditions (variab%es 1 - 10) were not, on the
whole, favorable to the creation of a succes§§e} interorganizati?ﬁal
arrangement. While there was a history of collaboration (3) between
the school district and the university, it was an reven one, often
punctuated b’ mistrust and criticism. This kept the degree of coupling
(6) at a modest. level, mostly centered on the pPre-service training of
teachers which was housed in the uniwersity. Most of ‘the al links
informal links (1)

(2) come £rom thfs.functiog; There were also
owing to the fact that theé university was the mOSEt prominent employer in
town; there were a fair number of school teaqper-university staff
couples. Also, many of the college of education staff were former
teachers, and appeared to have kept or built infcrmal links with
teachers and administrators in the district and surrounding counties.

is a state university emphasizing servicevghd outreach (4),
North Central shared many of the goals of practice improvement
to which administrators and teachers subscribed. But the activist and -
to seme - doctrinal nature of the university's service commitment lowered
congruence of goals with school people (7). Within the school distgict
there were also frictions, notably between district teachers and
administrators (10). Also, the service centrality of the College of
education was not primarily local (8), but rathe; statewide In fact,
the local teacher center derived from a statewide project. This
and advantages. For example, external funding (17) was easier to
obtain faogr a state-level operation.

Since the college of education was at the origin of this arrangement,
taking the initiative and finding the néeded funds, its commitment to
the local teacher center was strong. The college called on some of its
OwWn resources (9) in staff time and budget, gave a fairly high priority
to the creation of the arrangement (12) and supported thde venture
actively (19). It recruited new leiaderahip after locally chusen staff

proved ineffectlve.\ The new coordinator shared in the ideology of the
Q
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@ decision-making and by calling for teacher-dé
programs at_the geacher center. Howey
‘tce the area (18).' Lack of shared ckground led initially in subtle
ways to a lowered commitment by area teachers and possibly by area

administrators who saw the teacher center as a "foreign" venture, even if

and teacher-governed

the new leader was nct local

the university bent over backwards to transfer to local control the Y
overall goveYnance and day-to-day management of the center.

- Coordinator ideology, buttressed by university support (l9), did

lead to sérong commitment to the enterprise (16) on the part of the f

T vg

coordinator, contributing in turn tc high energy (21) and effective

responsiveness (20) to requests from partiEipating schools. This,

in turn, heightened teacher support (25) of the teacher center,

contributing to a moderate extent of use (31) by the pooly of distXict -

and county teachers. The coordlnafor s energy and commlt%ent also '

increased the variety of activities {26) and the dlver51tf of objectives -
(22) of the center, adding on, for example, the role of "middleman” in the ,/

organization of university-sponsored extension courses. Some of these /
efforts involved continuous contacts or a continuous series of e;ents
(33).

- Moving: back for a moment to the university stream, we noted its

resource commitmert (1) and the priority (12) given to the teacher

center. The univers:ty's influence (27) on the teacher center was

also stronyg, althéuqh indirect (it administered teacher center funds,

participated actively in its governance, invested two “"resource colleagues"

in its operation and came to its aid in difficult moments). The

Collede of education dean was personally committed to the venture,

calsing its status (35) among Colleqge of education staff. But tae

teacher center was not a central concern of the university (24) when

set aqgainst other programs anG¢ commitments. Nor were many of the

collegye of educacion staflf active in the teacher center (28) in other

than episodic ways. Apart from some mbers of the elementary education
department, most staff had no connection to the center. This meant that
the degree of dependence of the university (23) on the center was nii
and that the benefits oxpected from ¢ ¢ ceonter were slight (36), both
factors acting to depress the stat oo o the teacher center (35%5) in the
Colluqc of Hducation. Ultimately, low —entrality oand few links meant

]:R&(ht the teacher center had little impact on the college of education,
) [
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.The center did not contribute to more within-university links (41), did
little to enhance the power or status of the college or its members (52),
added little to the college's institutional capacity (51) and improved N\~
instruction (30} only marginally. Those staff members with a

, continuous or intense 4j#k to the center, in particular the coordinator,

' were all positively affected, but were fe’ in number.

Moving now to the school district stream, we noted that th& district
had relatively few knowledge resources (5) available ﬁfior to the
teacher center, although the university did have an active extension and
post-graduate program. The.center did add some important craf _-usable
knowledge resources otherwise unavailable. This heightened the
institutional priority (13) of membership in the teacher center which
otherwise was low as a wesult of goal incongruence (7) and of very
loose coupling (6) apart from pre-service training. But perceived
benefits (14) were high for teachers who in one of their confrontations
with the administration (1) sought to maintain @entrol over in-service
policy and saw the teacher center as an important resource "belonging"
to teachers. Also, in the initial years, external funds and univefgzl9v'-‘
resource commitments took the lion's share of financial support, so that
the district came awayihith a great deal of resources for a very low
commitment {(15) on its part. Fimally, and most important, teachers were '
able to obtain ak\the center,with less effort than elsewhere, contract
recertification credits that could be applied to salary increments. 1In
fact, the demand for these credits led to a greater number of large-
scale workshops which the fouunders and staff of the center viewed as a
displacemént of goals (19a) from the original mandate.

These benefits, together,wzth coordinator and center staff
responsivencss (20), increased local support (25) for the center,
contributing to a wider extent of use and thereby to the greater
visibility (32) of the center in the‘area. Extent of use also grew as

the center increased its gamut of activities, notably in offerings for

secondary-level teachers. However, ;use was limited by the constriction and
poor accessibility of thé cen*er's é}pilities {29a), which was a
‘reflection of low resource commitment on the part of school district
administrators (15). For them, the project re@ained a low priority (13)

item. They secem to have provided little firm support {29), when the

T

four-year history of the center 1s surveyed, and to have exerted iitt.e’s

Q@ .nfluence. (30). They .ndarplayed thelg depe .dence. (37) on the center
<l
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for in-service functions. But,for all of these reasons, teacher
ratings were higher. The center was a higher priecrity (13); tegchers
felt they had a strong -influence on policy and programming (30);
dependence on the center \(3}) was higher. sStill the center did not
seem to be a core activity far teachers (38); it w s appzec1ated but

not deemed indispensable. Spch lack of centrality for the teacher’s was
one* factor that weakgped the ultimate institutionalizatieft of the center
(49). Nonetheless, through their contacts with the center, teach rs
reported greater links with college of education staff {44) and s®veral
instances of instructional practice improvement (45). Overall, center
resources made a modest contribution to the instructional capacity (48) .
of area schools. The center also enhanced the status (47) of teachers '
both by appealing to their professionalism and by showing that the
college of education staff was investing in local staff development.
However, ,these increments at the level of individual' teachers were
not enough to ensure institutionallization of the center. Low school k
administrator support ultiﬁately translated into a lowering of internal
~funds (42) to the teacher center, thereby forcin§ the center to linfit -
.its plan of operations. To some extent, teacher support made up for
low adminis&;ator support, but did not alone ensure institutionalization
(49). ) )
Nor did the university stream lead to firm institutionalization.
In its efforts to promgte local ownership, the college of education
backed” away from direct control or influence. It also helped to put in
the cqprdlnator s post a staff member who was non-threatening but also
had little 1nst1tut10nal clout in either the school district or the
college (34) by virtue of being a graduate teaching assistant. The
career incentives (39) of the new coordinator were not furthered by
this job. This, added to over-extension from managing the multiplicity
of activities and the decentralized administration procedures, led to
low staff stability and uncdertain leadership stability, which in turn

further lowered institutionalization of the center.
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APPENDIX 1: A ‘WALK AROUND THE ARCADIA TEACHER ) )
CENTER (May, 1980) *

There are six main areas in the principal
resource center, with more materials in the main
corridor, which runs from one arez to the next.
These areas apparently are reconfigured each year
and in function of speCial projects such as
workshops or presentations.

The first center.is called Kiddieland.
It has a number of puppets, musical instruments,
a selection of children's literature with 3 sample
of books cpened out on' the shelves. This sample
includes both materials for teachers and reading Ry
materials for pupils. There is a small workspace
for the pupils ard a little log cabin with cushions
and -lights for rcading. Like some of the other
areas in this center, Kiddieland can serve three
simultaneous functions: a working place for:
children, an area where activities for groups of
childrer with teachers can be organized, and a
resource bank for teachers lookirg for and horrowing
materials.
The second area is called the Resource Area.
14 has a number of kits in relati®n\to science and
math. There are the National Geograph.c map
sKills kits and other National Geographic series,
including books, filmstrips, and tapes. There
are materials for number games using straws and
blocks. There are a series of mathematics pro-
grams from the principal publishers: Scott
Foregman, Rand Ma:Nally, Holt-Reinhart and Houghton
Mifflin. There is also a display of "math centers
Yoy can mak=," and readers and teaching materials
for biology, ecoloqgy and energy units. There are
even some texts in this area on driver education
and a self-instructional aquide to federal income .
tax. {

[
t

" ¢n the hallway, oppusite the second resource
darea, 1g a book display shelf which contains
literature on informal schools in Britain, as well
as the North Central University evaluation series.
(This 1s one of the places where the general ped-
ogogycal and phflosophical orientation of the
netwdrk 1s visible.) The third area has a sign
over;it reading: "Read, relax with rhythm." It
has piano with records and cassemtes (There 1s often
musxﬁ'playznq during the day in th¢ canter.)

N

x e%cerpts from field notes
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There are a number of magazines, many of which are
populaf\sublications such as Psychology Today, Time,

Human Nature, Sports Illustrated, Science .Digest.
On the next shelf are educational journals which
are frequently read by teachers such as Teacher-
Instructor, Learning, Today's Education. .On the
next shelf are some historical and biographical
novels, as well as sQme populiarized history or

_political science books. (For example, one by

Pierre Salinger.)

‘The fourth area is an art area...it is filled
with displays of children's art under the rubric
"ldeas and Projects." There is also scrap paper
for making art materials.

In the corridor next to this area is a
bulletin-board with some anmduncements of
educational programs in the area, Some news
clippings about the center, and 2 map showing
the location of the eight schogl districts belong-
ing to the center. The farthest are approxi-
mately 70 miles away. Two of/these are, in fact,
very close to Three Rivers.

- Next is the Idea Area /where there are pro-

" jects by students, suggest/ion books like the Good

Apple, a series of suggesftions for art activities
using puppets,‘a'handboo_ for arts and crafts -
activities with children,a bulletin-board with

a list of ideas for creating learning centers and
accompanying handbooks, a display of "special

kid stuff" which is high interest, low vocabulary
reading with some accompanying language skills
activities,

The'sixth area is the Science and Reference
Area. It also has a number of Kits, notably from
Rand MacNally, with accompanying lists for
-building, measuring, and experimenting. There are
materiakgson_teaching metrics, a series of £ilm-
strips from National Geographic, and science mater-
ials and kits from the main publishers with an
emphasis on.earth sciences and energy. There are
a series of pocketbooks on butterflies, birds,
fossils, etc. :

X

This arej aives out onto a central classroom
arca with four large tables. Along the.wall are
some tools, a poetry corner (with books spec-
1fically. for children), ("“Poems Children Enjoy"),
and anthnlogies. There are also some bocks on
classroom uiscipline, improving children's self-

estrem, inexpensive classroom media, etc. Further down

the sheif, are some introductory Dooks on psychology

.



of educationh and two texts -~ the only of this sort
1 _ha®e seen which are frequently found on university-

level education reading lists; Current Research on v
Instruction and Combg' Professional Education for
Teachers. -

In a corner of the room, on the other side of a
tape, crayons, paint, chains, nails, pushpins, etc...
all for creating new educational materials. :

In the other room, which is about 1/5 of the
size of the main resource room, where Carla Smetana
does her instruction, are six tables and a rug,
which gives the room a more ihtimate, comfortable s
sense. On the walls are all of the main reading :
series from publishers in reading and lanquage
arts. Carla has told me previously that she
considers it important that -teachers be aware, not- !
only of wbhat one series can offer, but what the
gamut' of reading programs 1s from all of the
published language and reading arts series.

Py
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MODIFICATIONS AND EXTENSIONS TO THE CENT {November, 194@):

I look around the teacher cept€r before we do the
interview. It is striking how .many new displays, murals, .
and materials have been added/in the ‘gix months - §§
between interviews. Theré has alsc been an obvious
extension of the teacher center. into several more rooms.
The rate of growth afid expansion seems to be as great
in the past six months as it has been since the origin
of the center. T

. In the interview with Don Lessing, I begtn'by
asking for a review of the changes in the physical
plant. We start with a new room, just off the sevond

of :¥e larger rooms comprising the teacher center. 1It's
a comrortable small room with a conference table,
several chairs against the wall, rug on the floor,
indirect l:ighting through a very attractive lamp. .
Lessing says that it's an area for teachers to work
alone or in groups as well as a display and ref-

erence a:¢a for the nature study project. This room

has resource materials for children, many of them

coming fyom the National (eoyraphic. The ropm next

door has reference materials in nature study, as well

; as some 1in the area of energy and ecology for teachers.

( They include manuals and activity books. So the -
teachers can browse for activities directed to their
childrun 1n one room and look for teacher-centercd
material. in the next.’ ’
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A far larger series of rooms is found 1in the passage-
d way between the building which houses the teacher center
| and the main i1astructional and administrative building.
. This aerea was the focls of aﬂa&h&%\iﬁ&fhé serials, the
- "new room® surial. The area itsdN_jsa called 01d Main.
| S1x months agc, Lessing had just negotiated for it.
t 15 now fully operational and about three-quarters
decorated. The central area in Old Main 1s about 40
% 20 and 15 buing used as a ¢lassroom, mecting room and
display arvafor enwigy cducation. Many of the materials
sent b?‘ﬁﬂu}}&fdwCli from North Central University
| are displayed 1AG series of shelves along one wall of
| the reunm.

Lessing 2lno tylls me that the room will be used by.
an instructos o tht art department who works with
teachers, and who/is gqoing to set up and give her art
classes in this rhom, and will display all of the are
projects there.

;

The Old Main area has been sectioned off to create
wo smaller rooms., One will house materials for
spocial education.  The special education teacher will
also teach out of that reoom, Another will have mater:als
for physical edusation, ngxlarly. the physical edu~
catinn teecher will teach from the room,

LeNietteg bl teelln me that comrunlity qroups will be
mivea.  Already, Alconholics Anonymous and
\toor s mtoet in the ovenings 13 this area, ang
ovinions for a new clans in early childhood
b e ld 1 the room, oM

using
Werght We
thaere TG

-

i mite. Phoen aoes over changes o the central
' Loarher o ¢ oroum. He has added space for actavaty
maptore, with desplays changing persodically ag they

are sent sut anto tin district schools and rovated
‘ amonyg theen. e says that the ddea fur sctavity centars
¥
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came from the pnlicy board.  The centers are made by

the 4t v veachern. There 1s one which i1s circulating
Alrealdy ob: uppets, ttoanclutesn activiaty cards nd Look:n
vy further develop the drisplay reas of the actavaty
cofiter . He s apocts there Lo besomowhere between 15
Ang ¢ rents 1 gueierated Shuetween pow and Chrasuman Line;
all weli e congtyuotead by the pro=serdyoes teachers.

et arer o e more dlsplay ateas than Lofore, in
srare jentar the lea centerowhich haw books on adeas Tor
Betivie s o for clasanor acer, bas heon eapanded con-
Srdhotan) o0 Thaere e aloa new murals " hich are
Loaataf gt edrawn {0 more ciaborate ond professional
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the new rooms. Lessinq'tells me that only one table had

to be bought; all the rest of the furuiture for the six
new rooms which the center has developed in the last six
months, wa$ scrounged from elsewhere in the -university

or built by center personnel.




